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SUMMARY

Following a 9-year buildup in feed grain
stocks, the 1961 Feed Grain Program was
enacted by Congress to enable farmers to
maintain their incomes while reducing pro-
duction of corn and grain sorghums, The
program offered farmers incentive pay-
ments to divert at least 20 percent of their
corn and grain sorghum acreage to con-
servation uses, It also offered them support
prices on their normal yield on the reduced
acreage at a national average price of $1.20
a bushel for corn and $1.93 a hundredweight
for grain sorghum.

About 1,200 farmers in 8 areas were
selected for study, The sample ineacharea
included about 75 participants in the 1961
Feed Grain Program and 75 nonparticipants
selected at random from the records in the
county offices of Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service, In personal inter-
views with these farmers, information was
obtained on size of farms,acreages of crop-
land and land in corn and grain sorghum,
productivity of the land, personal charac-
teristics of the operators and their families,
and other factors that were presumed to have
some bearing on participation in the pro-
gram,

In the areas studied, participation in the
program ranged from 39 percent of the
farms in west-central Ohio to 81 percentin
southwestern Kansas,

Participation in the program was highest
among the large farms that were cropped
most intensively. Farms of participants
were larger than those of nonparticipants in
all areas; in west-central Ohio they were 45
percent larger, Participants had a larger
proportion of their land in crops and prior
to the feed grain program more of the crop-
land was used for such high value crops as
corn, grain sorghum, soybeans, and wheat.
The number of livestock raised per farm for
the eight areas averaged as high or higher
on the nonparticipants' farms compared with
those of participants. Thus, with less crop-
land and more livestock nonparticipants had
a much higher ratio of livestock to land and
therefore were much less dependent on the
sales of cash crops. Tenure of the operator
appeared to have little effect on participa-
tion.

Compared with nonparticipants, partici-
pants were younger, had occupied their 1961
farms for a shorter period of years, and
more of them had off-farm incomes, There
was little difference in the amount of family
labor available or inthe sources of off-farm

incomes, although a slightly larger propor-
tion of the nonparticipants had incomes from
pensions, Social Security, and similar
sources.,

Participation in the Soil Bank, the Agri-
cultural Conservation Program, and other
farm programs was closely correlated with
participation in the feed grain program.
However, it is not clear from the study
whether farmers participated or notbecause
of personal likes or dislikes for Government
programs, or because the programs, which
were all of a similar nature, fitted some
farms better than they did others.

There was little difference in the '"produc-
tivity index'' of participating and nonpartici-
pating farms in the Corn Belt. In the South-
ern Plains area, productivity indexes were
higher on farms of participants, but they
were not higher relative to yields obtained
in 1961.

Participants' estimates of cash costs per
acre for producing corn and grain sorghum
were higher than similar estimates madeby
nonparticipants, The data are not conclu-
sive, but they indicate that farmers who
thought they were high-cost producers were
more likely to participate in the feed grain
program, ,

Participants inthe program tended tokeep
their better land in production. A compari-
son of normal yields for 1960 and 1961 indi-
cates that 1961 yields on participants' farms
probably were 2to 4 percenthigher thanthey
would have been without the program.,

Because of the reduced acreages of feed
grains in 1961, the total quantity of fertilizer
applied on these crops was lessin 1961 than
in 1960. Nonparticipants, however, main-
tained their acreages of feed grains and,
continuing the trend of recent years, used
more fertilizer in 1961 than a year earlier.
The percentage of the acreage fertilized
rose sharply especially in Iowa where less
than half the corn was fertilized in 1960, and
in Texas where about 10 percentof the grain
sorghum was fertilized in 1960 and more
water was available to apply to fewer fer-
tilized acres in 1961, The amount of plant
food applied per fertilized acre in 1961 was
higher in most areas than in 1960. The in-
crease was about the same for participants
and nonparticipants,

The reasons given most frequently by
farmers for participating in the feed grain
program were inone or more offive classes:
Because it was more profitable, toimprove
the land, to help reduce the surplus of feed
grains, to reduce risk, or to reduce costs,
Although these reasons were stated in a



variety of ways, basically farmers par-
ticipated because (1) theythought participa-
tion would be more profitable for the opera-
tors or landlords in 1961, or (2) they thought
participation would help to reduce the sur-
plus of feed grains,

Reasons given for not participating inthe
program were even more difficult to sum-
marize., But generally they fell into four
categories: Nonparticipants thought their
1961 incomes would be higher if they stayed
out of the program; nonparticipants were
opposed to all Government programs; non-
participants didn't understand the program,
or thought, rightly or wrongly, that they
were not treated fairly in the administra-
tion of the program.

Both participants and nonparticipants
agreed that some of the advantages of the
program were: That it reduced surpluses,
that it helped to improve or conserve the
soil, and that it supported the prices of feed
grains and livestock. A large proportion of
the farmers surveyed, even among partici-
pants, said the program offered no advan-

tages. A third of the participants and about
three-fifths of the nonparticipants in south-
western Kansas said they saw no advantage
in the program.

The disadvantages of the program, as
farmers saw them, were difficult to sum-
marize, but generally farmers in all the
areas agreed that -the program was less
advantageous to livestock farmers and op-
erators of small farms than to operators
of large cash-grain farms. The program
was said to be ineffective also because
participants tended to farm the reduced
acreage more intensively, In the Southern
Plains, farmers criticized the programbe-
cause it caused an increase in acreage
fallowed and the attendant problem andcost
of controlling soil-blowing on the exposed
fields, -

Most farmers planned to rotate thefields
to be retired from production., Because
many of them participated in the feed grain
program ''to improve the soil,"" rotation of
fields will tend to raise yields in future
years.



AN ECONOMIC APPRAISAL OF THE
1961 FEED GRAIN PROGRAM

by

James Vermeer, Agricultural Economist
Farm Production Economics Division, Economic Research Service

INTRODUCTION

For three decades, production of feed
grains has tended to expand faster than re-
quirements. On October 1, 1933, justbefore
the Agricultural Adjustment Act was passed,
stocks of feed grains were at a record high
of slightly more than 15 million tons. With
a control program in effect and the droughts
of 1934 and 1936, stocks declined. But by
1941 they were at another peak of 23.1mil-
lion tons. Much of the surplus was used up
during World War II and the immediate
postwar years. By 1950, however, stocks
reached another peak of 30.5 million tons.
With relatively low yields and a small crop
in 1951 (the last corn crop of less than 3
billion bushels), with a large pig crop in
1951 and the greatest exports of corn in 30
years in 1952, stocks of feed grain fell to
20 million tons on October 1, 1952, Since
then, stocks rose rapidly for 9 years until
on October 1, 1961, they stood at nearly 85
million tons, It was against this background
that the 1961 Emergency Feed Grain Pro-
gram was enacted,

As a result of the 1961 Feed Grain Pro-
gram, the acreage of cornand grain sorghum
was reduced 19,6 millionacres belowthat of
1960. Despite the record high yield in 1961,
production of these grains was reduced more
than 400 million bushels, and carryover
stocks of all feed grains were reducedfrom
84,7 million tons September 30, 1961, to 71
million tons a year later.

The 1961 Feed Grain Program

The 1961 Feed Grain Program was a
voluntary program designed to encourage
farmers to participate and thus stop the
buildup of the feed grain supply that had
reached an all-time recordhighlevel.

The program offered payments to the
producers of corn and grain sorghum for
reducing the acreages of these crops, and
support prices for feed grains grown on
their remaining acreages., Nationalaverage
support prices were $1.20 a bushelfor corn
and $1.93 a hundredweightfor grain sorghum
grown on the reduced acreage.

A 20-percent reduction of the average
acreage grown on the farm in 1959 and 1960
was the minimum requirement for these
benefits. Payments for reducing the mini-
mum acreage were equal to 50 percent of
the support price for the county times the
normal yield of the farm as determined by
the County ASCS Committee.! Reductions of
20 to 40 percent of the base were paid at
60 percent of the county support rate; reduc-
tions of more than 40 percent were paid at
the 50-percent rate. Farmers with bases of
less than 25 acres could divert their entire
acreage for payment. Maximum diversion
for payment on farms with 25 to 100 acres
was 20 acres plus 20 percent of the base, If
the base was greater than 100 acres, the
maximum diversionfor payment was 40 per-
cent of the base,

Farmers received payments in kindfrom
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks.
However, farmers could request ASCSto act
as their agent in selling the grain and receive
payment through the county office of ASCS.

Land diverted from corn and grain
sorghum had to be used for approved soil
conserving purposes, Suchacreages were to
be in addition to existing acreages in soil
conserving uses on the farm,

Producers of corn and grain sorghum who
did not participate in the program were not
eligible for price support on feed grains
grown in 1961,

1 Normal yield for a farm was defined as the 1959-60 county
average yield times the ratio of the farm’s productivity to the
county average.



Purpose of the Study

A study of the 1961 Feed Grain Program
was made to determine factors that affected
farmers' decisions regarding participation
in the feed grain program and to provide
information useful indeveloping and operat-
ing future programs. Answers were sought
to such questions as how did the farms in
the feed grain program differ from other
farms; what were the differences between
personal characteristics and off-farm in-
comes of participants and nonparticipants;
what adjustments were made in farm or-
ganization and operation by farmers in the
program in such things as the use of fer-
tilizer and other improved practices and in
land selection; did nonparticipants make any
changes in their farm organization and op-
erations that might be associated with the
feed grain program; what were farmers'
reasons for participating or not participat-
ing in the feed grain program; and what
changes in the program would increase
" participation or maintain participation at
lower cost,

It was not always possible to obtain clear
answers to these questions, particularly
questions such as those dealing with farm-
ers' reasons for participating or not par-
ticipating. However, the data provide defini-
tive answers to most of these questions,

Method of Study

Data and information for the study were
obtained during the winter of 1961-62byin-
terviewing samples of farmers in selected
States. The locations of the farms included
in the study are shown in figure 1, The
samples in 8 areas in 5 States included about
1,200 farmers. In each area, the sample
.included about 75 farmers who participated
in the 1961 program and 75 farmers who had
not participated. Two areas each weresur-
veyed in Ohio, Minnesota, and Iowa, and one
area each in southwestern Kansas and the
Southern High Plains of Texas, ?

Nearly 1.2 millionfarms, or 40 percent of
the corn and grain sorghum farms in the
United States, participated in the 1961 Feed
Grain Program, About 25,2 millionacres of
land were diverted from the production of
these grains to soil-conserving uses. The

2 In southwestern Minnesota, the sample included 108 partici-
pants and 46 nonparticipants who were cooperating with the Min-
nesota Agricultural Experiment Station in another study.

participating farmers grew 55 percent of the
the corn and 76 percent of the grain
sorghums in 1959-60,

In the areas included in the survey, par-
ticipation in the 1961 program ranged from
39 percent of all eligible farms in west-
central Ohio to 81 percent in southwestern

Kansas. In the eight areas, participation was

as follows:

Percentage of
eligible farms

Area participating

West-central Ohio veeeveese. 39
Northern ChiO..ccersreeeceses 46

Southeastern Minnesota... 51
Southwestern Minnesota... 62
North-central Iowa ....eeee. 77
Southern JoWa cucivereeeennnss 55
Southwestern Kansas...,... 81
Southern High Plains,

S - 74

In order toobtaina representative sample
of nonparticipants, counties in which less
than 15-20 percent of the farmers were non-
participants generally were excluded from
the sample. However, participation in the
areas included in the survey was as highor
higher than the average of the States in
which they are located.

ORGANIZATION OF FARMS

The farms that were most likely to par-
ticipate in the 1961 Feed Grain Program
were the large, intensively cropped farms,
Analysis further indicates that farmers
generally based their decisions regarding
participation on how the program appliedto
their particular farms., Some of the differ-
ences in organization of farms in 1960 and
the changes made from 1960 to 1961 also
reflect possible differences in farmers!'
abilities to adjust to new and more profit-
able situations,

Size of Farm

The farms operated by participants inthe
1961 Feed Grain Program were, onthe aver-
age, larger than those of nonparticipants.In
the Southern High Plains and in southern
Iowa, farms of participants averaged only1
percent larger than those of nonparticipants,
but in southwestern Minnesota they were 29
percent larger, and in north-central Iowa
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and west-central Ohio they were 34 per-
cent and 45 percent larger, respectively
(table 1).

Farms of participants generally had a
larger proportion of the land in crops than
farms of nonparticipants, and their feed
grain bases comprised a larger proportion
of total cropland. In the Corn Belt, these
differences were small, but in the grain-
sorghum areas, differences were relatively
large. Thus, in the Corn Belt the difference
between participants and nonparticipants in
size of farms was more important, but in

the grain-sorghum areas differences in the
proportion of land in crops and the size of
the feed grain bases relative to total crop-
land were more significant,

Tenure

The effect of kind of tenure on participa-
tion in the feed grain program is not clear,
but some of the indications point toward
higher participation among tenant-operated
farms. In four of the eight areas studied,

TABLE 1.--Size of farm, acres of cropland, and feed grain base, sample farms, 1961

Feed grain
Cropland base
Total
Area gsﬁgd rggﬁgd land Percent- Percent-
operated | . age of age of
Total Tand Total crop-
operated land
Acres Acres Acres Acres  Percent Acres Percent
West-central Ohio:
ParticipantSeieccececsess 107 119 226 178 79 69 39
NonparticipantSeceesseess 68 88 156 121 78 41 34
Northern Ohio: ,
ParticipantS.ececessccens 90 154 bt 199 81 58 29
NonparticipantS.eceesesess 87 132 219 182 83 49 27
Southeastern Minnesota:
ParticipantS.eeeceesccees 165 82 247 201 . 8L 79 39
NonparticipantS..cesee...| 110 65 175 140 80 53 38
Southwestern Minnesota:
ParticipantSeeceeeesceaee 110 155 265 225 85 - 115 51
NonparticipantS.eeecesess 95 111 206 172 83 87 51
North-central Iowa:
ParticipantS..ceeecscoces 44 218 262 232 89 119 51
Nonparticipants.eeeeecess 91 104 195 170 87 - 92 54
Southern Iowa:
ParticipantSeseseeseceass 151 135 286 187 65 71 38
NonparticipantS.seeeesess | 151 133 284 178 63 54 30
Southwestern Kansas:
ParticipantS.ceeeeeeceess | 408 633 1,041 766 74 188 24
NonparticipantS.eeeessess | 510 470 980 666 68 105 16
Southern High Plains,
Texas:
ParticipantS.iecessceececas 181 286 467 447 96 218 49
NonparticipantSeeseeeeess 182 279 461 394 85 145 37




the proportion of land owned by the opera-
tors was smaller for farms in the program
than for those not in the program. In two
areas participants and nonparticipants
owned the same proportion of the land op-
erated, and in the other two areas partici-
pants owned a larger proportion of the land,
as shown in the following tabulation:

Owned land as a percentage of
total land in farms of--
Area
Participants | Nonparticipants
Percent Percent
West-central Ohio......u... 47 43
Northern OhiC.esseessssesss 37 40
Southeastern Minnescta..... 67 63
Southwestern Minnescta..... 42 46
North-central IoW8..eeesaas 17 47
Southern Iowa...... .. 53 53
Southwestern Kansas...s.... 39 52
~ Southern High Plains, Texas 39 39

Another measure of the effect of tenure
on participation is the proportion of full
owners, part owners, and tenants among
participants and nonparticipants, Part
owners tended to favor the program, and in
all areas the percentage of part owners
among participants was as large or larger
than among nonparticipants (table 2). Also,
landlords of the rented part of some of the
farms favored participation. The reasons
. given by some farmers for participation
included the statement that their landlords
wanted them to participate., In six of the
eight areas studied, the proportion of full
owners was smaller among participants
than among nonparticipants. In only half the
areas, however, did the percentage of ten-
ants among participants exceed the per-
centage among nonparticipants.

Most of the rented farmland in these
areas was rented from persons living inthe
county in which the farm was located or in
an adjoining county. Rented land on farms
of nonparticipants was more likely to be
rented from local individuals, and rented
land on farms of participants was more
likely to be rented from absentee or insti-
tutional landlords,

Among operators of rented land, crop-
share leases were more commonly used
by participants than nonparticipants. In
fact, a majority of all leases were of this
type in all areas except southeastern Min-
nesota,

Less than 1 percent of operators of rented
land in the program reported any change in
leases from 1960 to 1961, Participation in
the feed grain program tended to reduce
variable costs more than fixed costs. As
these wvariable costs wusually fall more
heavily ontenants than onlandlords, partici-
pation was advantageous to tenants. Partici-
pation was also advantageous to the land-
lords on crop-share leases, It provided an
assured income from part of the land and
assured the support price for their share
of the production of corn or grain sorghum.
There was no indication, however, that
terms of the leases were changed to equal-
ize the benefits of the program, Some land
rented by new operators in 1961 may have
been leased on less favorable terms than
those obtained by operators in 1960, but
the study did not cover this source of pos-
sible changes in leases, Also, the program
was announced after most leases for 1961
were consumated,

Use of Cropland

In 1960, program participants inthe Corn
Belt used a larger proportion of their crop-
land for such high value crops as corn and
soybeans than did nonparticipants (table 3).
In southern Iowa, participants used 45 per-
cent of their cropland for those two crops
compared with only 34 percent on farms of
nonparticipants. This was the greatest dif-
ference inthe areas studied. In southwestern
Minnesota the difference was only 2 per-
centage points and probably was not statis-
tically significant,

In the Southern Plains areas, participants
had a larger proportion of their land in
sorghum; nonparticipants had more of their
land in wheat or cotton, or inthe Conserva-
tion Reserve, Farmers with smaller wheat
or cotton bases had larger acreages of
sorghum prior to 1961, and thus their in-
comes were more dependent on the price
support aspects of the feed grain pro-
gram,

From 1960 to 1961, participants reduced
their acreages of corn and grain sorghum
by more than the acreage for which they
received payments under the feed grain
program. For example, in west-central
Ohio, the acreage of corn was reduced from
40 percent of the cropland in 1960 to 22
percent in 1961, 6r an 18-percent reduction
of the cropland, But the land retired under
the feed grain program was only equal to
16 percent of the cropland (table 4).



TABLE 2.--Relationship of tenure of operator, kind of -landlord, and method of renting to

-participation in the 1961 Feed Grain Program, 8 areas

Kind of landlords of

Principal method

Tenure of
operators, 1961 rented land of renting
Area Individuals: Other : i
: Cro ve-
F\ull Part Ten- Cash ) p stock
owners |owners| ants |1,.o1 ‘Absen- Local Absen- share share
' tee tee
West_central Ohj_o: -Pc_t. __.Pc.t“ EEE.' -Pi-ri. P—CE' ) .Pc_t. Pc_t' &' ‘Pit.. m'
Participants....eee.. 40 29 31 79 13 5 3 11 74 15
Nonparticipants...... 48 18 34 89 8 3 0 15 66 19
Northern Ohio:
ParticipantS.ieceescss 28 51 21 87 12 1 10 20
Nonparticipants...... 30 45 25 83 11 3 3 24 75 1
Southeastern Minnesots:
ParticipantS.eceesess 54 30 16 76 18 2 49 39 12
Nonparticipants...... 56 19 25 89 11 0] 0 45 41 14
Southwestern Minnesota:
Participants..ecesees 33 23 b 6l 22 6 11 21 78 1
Nonparticipants...... 33 24 43 82 3 12 3 25 68
North-central Iowa:
ParticipantS.eceseess 23 10 67 58 28 11 5 81 14
NonparticipantS...... 42 10 48 59 31 5 18 69 13
Southern Iowa:
Participants.e.ce.c... 38 32 30 58 27 13 2 8 86 6
Nonparticipants...... 51 30 19 69 17 14 0] 15 61 24
Southwestern Kansas:
ParticipantS.eeeeeees 12 47 41 37 40 10 13 0 100 0
Nonparticipants...... 30 48 22 42 44y 11 3 7 91
Southern High Plains,
Texas:
Participants..ceeca.. 30 23 47 70 21 5 98 2
Nonparticipants..s... 24 19 57 70 23 5 2 93




TABLE 3.-~Use of cropland on sample farms, 1960

Rotation

" Fallow, c
Oats pasture idle onser-
Area Corn, Soybeans | Wheat ’ | and hay, and vation
sorghum barley
and other | failure Reserve
crops
West-central Ohio:| Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Participants.... 40 15 12 7 26 0 0
Nonparticipants. 36 9 11 8 36 0 0
Northern Ohio:
Participants.... 29 26 14 10 21 0 0
Nonparticipants. 28 19 14 12 27 0 0
Southeastern
Minnesota:
Participants.... 4y 14 &) 14 25 2 1
Nonparticipants. 39 11 (%) 20 29 1 (?)
Southwestern
Minnesota:
Participants.... 50 20 (L) 12 16 0 2
Nonparticipants. 50 18 (%) 17 15 0 0
North-central Iowa:
Participants.... | 51 21 (Y 15 13 0 (%)
Nonparticipants. 56 9 &) 18 17 0 0
Southern Iowa:
Participants.... 37 8 (1) 14 37 3 1
Nonparticipants. 28 6 () 12 50 3 (3)
Southwestern
Kansas:
Participants.... 26 0 38 4 1 28 3
Nonparticipants. 17 0 43 4 3 32 1
Southern High
Plains, Texas:
Participants.... 50 340 1 (2) 3 2 4
Nonparticipants. 37 343 (?) 0 4 6 10

1 Ineluded with oats and barley.
2 Tess than 0.5 percent.

3 Cotton.



TABLE 4.--Use of cropland in 1960 and in 1961 by farmers participating and not participating in the
1961 Feed Grain Program, 8 specified areas

Participants
Corn, Other ROta'_g'lon F?‘llow’ Conser- Feed
Area sor- Soybeans | Wheat small gﬁi ;;; tgif’ vation Grain
5 b
ghum grains other crops | failure Reserve | program
Pet. Pct.  Pet.  Pet. Pet. Pct.  Pet. Pt
West-central Ohio:
1960.ceceescasasonnse 40 15 12 7 26 0 0 0
1961 ceennsscncnannee 22 17 13 3 29 0 0 16
Northern Ohio:
1960cieteccenanccnnan 29 26 14 10 21 0 0 0
1961.ceeesesnnncannan 14 28 16 7 21 0 0 14
Southeastern Minnesota:
1960 cerenrsenasonnes 42, 14 ) 14 25 2 1 0
196l uiieenn... cene 25 17 h) 14 27 0 1 16
Southwestern Mlnnesota
1960.ceeeneencasanaes | 50 20 ) 12 16 0 2 0
1961eesenssancecncnns 35 24 t) 9 15 0 2 15
North-central Iowa:
1960 csencseencnnanns 51 21 ) 15 13 0 () 0
1961.eeecececnnacanns 37 26 (*) 8 14 1 (?) 4
Southern Iowa:
1960 csaeseesancsasss 37 8 () 14 37 3 1 o]
196liueenssesersnanes 17 12 () 7 42 5 1 16
Southwestern Kansas:
1960ceescesecs resesee 26 0 38 4 1 28 3 0
1961lseeecnssnsansonans 15 0 39 3 2 30 3 8
Southern High Plains,
Texas:
1960 e eenneneneennnns 50 340 1 (3) 3 2 4 0
1961iuunsnaneroceanaas 31 3 44 1 (?) 3 2 4 15
Nonparticipants
West-central Ohio:
1960 eeeeevncansannns 36 9 11 8 36 0 0 --
1961l nenecccancnas 36 14 11 6 33 0 0 --
Northern Ohio:
1960:essssscsarssssas 28 19 14 12 27 0 0 --
1961.cceeeeennenacnne 28 22 16 10 24 0 0 -
Southeastern Mlnnesota
1960 cienencncacecnns 39 11 (r) 20 29 1 (3) --
1961ieennsncccssnnnas 39 11 ) 20 29 1 0 --
Southwestern Minnesota:
19604 sesasenssasnnana 50 20 ) 12 16 0 2 -
1961 ennrcncsennnnas 49 20 ) 15 15 1 0 -
North-central Iowa:
1960 ceecreccacancnns 56 9 () 18 17 0 0 --
196Lleueeenecanieccanes 56 12 ) 17 15 0 0 --
Southern Iowa:
1960 usescscoscasaons 28 6 &) 12 50 3 (?) --
196l.ceeeen.. teeesaan 37 4 (1) 12 45 1 (2) --
Southwestern Kansas:
1960.ceacsacssencanas 17 0 43 4 3 32 1 --
1961l.eceessnscnsennns 18 0 39 3 4 35 1 --
Southern High Plains,
Texas:
1960, ssssenasannnnse 37 3 43 (2) (2) 4 6 10 --
196Lcceinncncnncans . 38 3 44 1 (%) 3 6 8 --

1 Included with oats and barley.
2 Less than 0.5 percent.
3 Cotton.



In the six Corn Belt areas studied, the
acreage of soybeans per participating farm
rose by nearly 50 percent in southernlowa,
20 to 25 percent in north-central Iowa and
the two areas in Minnesota, and about 10
percent in the two areas in Ohio. At the
same time, the acreage in oats on partici-
pating farms was reduced about half in the
two areas in Iowa and in west-central Ohio.
Acreages of oats on participating farms in
the other Corn Beltareas also were reduced
sharply.

Nonparticipants in the Corn Belt areas
made only small changes in the use of crop-
land from 1960 to 1961. In Ohio and Iowa,
some changes were made to more soybeans
and less oats, but in Minnesota the distribu-
tion of land use in 1961 was about the same
as it was in 1960 (table 4)., On nonpartici-
pating farms in southwestern Minnesota the
acreage of oats increased slightly, South-
central Iowa was the only area among the

more of their land in corn or sorghum in
1961 than in 1960,

In the Kansas area nonparticipants had
little opportunity for adjustment. Nearly
all the land was used for wheat, grain
sorghum, or fallow., Wheat acreages were
fixed by allotments. Sorghum acreage could
have been expanded at the expense of
fallow, but there is no evidence that this
would have been a profitable change.

Participants in the Texas areausedabout
90 percent of their cropland for sorghum
and cotton in 1960. With the increase in
cotton allotments in 1961, these farmers
reduced the acreage of sorghums on their
farms by more than the acreage diverted
under the feed grain program, and they
expanded their cotton acreage by nearly
10 percent., The acreage used for sorghum
was reduced nearly 40 percent but only
about three-fourths of this land went into
the Feed Grain program.

eight studied where nonparticipants had
TABLE 5.--Livestock raised on sample farms, 1960 and 1961 feeding years
(Year beginning October 1)
Participants Nonparticipants
Area
1960 1961 1960 1961
Animal units Animal units Animal units Animal units
West-central OhiO.eeeeeeacass 72 87 54 48
Northern OhiO..eeevescesceoes 27 25 49 57
Southeastern Minnesota....... 58 60 T T4
Southwestern Minnesota....... 77 80 106 114
North-central Iowa...ceeeeses 104 101 136 136
Southern IoWa..eeeeeeesecnsas 69 71 74 84
Southwestern Kansas....eov.os. 22 21 43 50
Southern High Plains, Texas.. 13 15 8 10
Note: ILivestock production was converted to grain-consuming animal units as follows:

Class of livestock

Animal units
equivalent

Milk cows, Jan. 1 cececevceocenccococaancenns
Beef cows, Jan. l..ccveeeececcececenerecoocens
Cattle on feediseeeeoesoocevooesssscscceonnes
Lambs on feedeeoeeeseeesoseesoocosocosacscssss
Pigs weaned.....ceeeeveeoecssasscccnonsoncans
Feeder pigs S0ld.ceceveveecoecsononsssnsnsnns
Feeder pigs bought.eeeeeerececceeccocecsncnns
Broilers raised...ceseeceeccccssccsccnccanses
Hens, Jan. l.eeeeeeececoececrcccnccsscscsnose

1.0
.1
1.0
.07
.5
.1
oA
.012
. 044



Nonparticipants in the Texas area used
about 80 percent of their cropland for
sorghum and cotton in 1960. Nearly 10
percent of the cropland was in the Conser-
- vation Reserve program compared with
about 4 percent on nonparticipants' farms.
Acreages of cotton and sorghum each rose
nearly 2 percent from 1960 to 1961,

- In the Southern High Plains, the propor=
tion of the acreageirrigated also was larger
on the participating farms than on others.
About 48 percent of the cropland onpartici-
pants' farms was irrigated in 1960 com-
pared with 33 percent of the acreage on

farms of nonparticipants. In 1961, the acre-

~age of irrigated cotton on participants'
farms rose about 10 percent, but the acre-
~age of irrigated sorghum dropped propor-
tionately more than that of nonirrigated
sorghum. More rainfall in the 1961 growing
season reduced the need for irrigating. The
acreage of irrigated crops on nonpartlc;l-
pating farms also declined slightly in 1961,
as shown in the following tabulation:

Percentage of cropland on farms of--

Ty gated Participants Norparticipants

1960 V I 1961 1960 1961
Irrigated sorghum.. 21 12 10 10
Irrigated cotton... 27 30 23 21
Totaleeosooanarss 748 _ 42 33 31

In ‘most of the areas, nonparticipants used
more of their cropland for hay and.pasture
-and had more livestock than did part1c1pants .
‘The exceptions were that participants in
southwestern Minnesota had a larger pro-
portion of cropland in hay and pasture and

those in west-central Ohio had more live-
stock, But the surveys do not show whether
the smaller acreage of high-value crops
and larger acreage of pasture and hay were
necessary because of the soil and topography
of the farms, or because the operators did
not wish to farm more intensively.

-In 1961 participants generally used more
of their cropland for pasture and hay than

Livestock

Livestock production generally was
greater on farms that did not cooperate in

‘the 1961 Feed Grain Program. In six of the

eight areas, nonparticipants raised from 7
percent to 95 percent more livestock in 1960
than did participants (table 5). The smallest
difference was among farms in southern
Iowa; the greatest differences occurred in
northern Ohio and southwestern Kansas.,
Only participants in west-central Ohio and

‘the High Plains of Texas raised more live-

stock than nonparticipants. Participants in
west-central Ohio included several farm
operators with large hog or dairy enter-

prises, Livestock production was an insig-

“nificant eénterprise on most of the farms

in the Texas area; less than half of these
farms- had livestock,

In most areas, nonpart1c1pants planned to
produce more 11vestock inthe 1961-62feed-
ing year than they did in 1960-61, but the
participants were about equally d1v1ded be-
tween those who planned small increases
and those who planned small decreases, Ap-

'parently, the feed gram program had some

effect in retarding the increase inlivestock
production by those who part1c1pated in the
program.

Hired Labor

The proportion of farmers hiring labor
generally was greater among participants
than among nonparticipants, but average ex-
penditures for hired labor did not-differ
significantly between the two groups (table
6). In some areas, part1c1pants spent more

for hired-labor, but in other areas the re-

verse was true. In the Texas area, partici-
pation was greater among irrigation
farmers, particularly those with a good
water supply. More irrigationaccountedfor

‘part of the greater expense for hiredlabor,

in 1960, whereas nonparticipants did justthe -

oppos1te--they reduced the acreage of hay
and pasture in 1961 compared with 1960.
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Only small changes occurredfrom 1960 to
1961 in the proportion of participants hiring
labor or the amount spentby them forlabor.
In all areas except southern Iowa the pro-
portion of - part1c1pants hiring labor was
slightly greater in 1961 than in 1960, Infour
areas (southeastern Minnesota, north-
central Iowa, southern Iowa, and southwest-
ern Kansas) average expenditures for hired
labor also were higher in 1961 thanin 1960,



TABLE 6.--Expenditures for hired labor, sample farms, 1960 and 1961

Participants
Area 1960 1961 )
o[PS | e | SO

reporting reporting reporting reporting

Percent Dollars Percent Dollars

West-central Ohio........... 62 1,607 67 1,477

Northern Ohio.ceeeccesasscane 54 1,017 56 956

Southeastern Minnesota...... 66 364 68 433

Southwestern Minnesotaeeeees 58 551 62 462

North-central Iowa...eceese. 79 447 84 523

Southern IoWa..ceeesceaasoes 62 473 59 480

Southwestern Kansas..eeeoess 66 710 68 745
Southern High Plains,

TeXAS . eeeosasosassasasnans 93 5,417 95 5,361

Nonparticipants

West-central Ohioc..... ceees 64 430 63 482

Northern OhiC..cecesseceees 43 776 43 783

Southeastern Minnesota...... 55 453 56 470

Southwestern Minnesota...... 52 375 57 316

North-central Iowa.....ccoee 64 556 65 562

Southern IoWa..ceesessoeross 62 480 67 485

Southwestern Kansas......... 56 1,494 56 1,501
Southern High Plains,

TEXOS e eeesersnasossssanense 95 3,784 100 3,750

CHARACTERISTICS OF OPERATORS

Age of operator, amount of family labor
available, off-farm income, and other char-
acteristics of operators and their families
were expected to have some relationtopar-
ticipation. Measures of several of these
characteristics were obtained in the sur-
veys. For most of them, however, partici-
pants and nonparticipants in the 1961 Feed
Grain Program appeared to be very much
alike. In some respects the results were the
opposite of those anticipated. It was as-
sumed, for example, that older farmers
probably would want to reduce the size of
their operations and therefore would be
more likely to participate. Butthe data show
that in seven of the eight areas, partici-
pants averaged 3 to 5 years younger than
nonparticipants (table 7).

Another characteristic, related to age,is
the number of yearsthefarmer operatedthe
farm he was on in 1961, In all areas except
two, nonparticipants had occupied the farm
longer than participants.

1

Most of the operators surveyed occupied
a residence on the farm except in Kansas
and Texas where from nearly a fourth to
almost half of the opertors lived off the
farm. In both these areas the proportion of
participants living on the farm was greater
than that of nonparticipants.

The proportion of farms having family
labor available, in addition to that of the
operator, was aboutthe same among partici-
pants and nonparticipants. Amongthe farms
that had family labor, nonparticipants
usually had slightly more., Butthe difference
in the amount of family labor available was
hardly large enough to have been a factor
affecting the farmer's decision about par-
ticipating in the feed grain program.

The proportion of families with off-farm
income was slightly higher among partici-
pants than among nonparticipants, In 5 of
the 8 areas, the percentage of participant
families with off-farm income was from 3
to 16 percentage points higher than among
nonparticipants in the same areas.

4
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TABLE 7.--Characteristics of farm operators

Ohio Minnesota
Item Unit West-central Northern Southeastern | Southwestern
P NP P NP P NP P NP
Characteristic
Years operator was
on present farm.... |Year 14.5 16.5 13.3 16.7 14.0 14.3 13.4 13.1
Operators living
On faIMMeseeeeeses.s |Percent (?) (?) (?) (%) 95 95 9, 100
Age of operator.... |Year 48 51 43 47 45 48 45 bty
Families with
off farm incomes... |Percent 69 69 73 68 47 47 38 28
Family Labor
Available
Operators reporting
in--
1960csssecssssass |Percent 52 51 71 68 97 100 9% 98
1961- LU B BB BN B B B B do. 53 53 71 68 96 100 94‘ 100

Labor available
per farm in--
1960-----.-..-0-- hﬂan—months 4-3 308 4-3 4-6 9-7 lO-l 8.5 9.4

196lececccsscsens do. 4.3 3.9 45 4ots 9.8 9.9 8.4 8.7
Source of Off-Farm
Incomes
Job or business.... |Percent 57 55 60 53 38 29 26 24
Land rented out.... do. 5 1 3 2 4 0 1 0
Other investments.. do. 8 8 5 3 4 3
Pension, Social
Security, etc.... do. 8 8 5 7 0 11 2 4
0il leasSESeecececes do. - -- -- 2 -- - - -
Otherecscscecccosnes do. 0 5 11 8 7 8 6 0
Off-Farm Income
Per Family
NONEesessescooonnee do. 31 31 27 34 53 57 62 72
Less than $2,500... do. 29 31 36 22 31 29 23 26
$2,500 to $5,000... do. 17 27 26 20 12 7 13
$5,000 and overs... do. 23 11 11 24 4 7 2

1 Percentage of operators on present farm 10 years or longer.
2 Data not available.

Note: P = Participants; NP = Nonparticipants.
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and families, sample farms, 1961

Towa Southwestern Southern High Plains,
Kansas
North-central Southern Texas

P NP P NP P NP P NP
et tes 48 ez 18.6 20.7 15.6 12.8
96 89 88 92 70 66 78 55
43 48 46 49 49 53 45 48
62 46 49 46 59 52 42 43
50 52 46 40 100 98 36 35
52 50 45 39 100 98 37 35
3.8 4.1 3.5 4.0 9.4 10.4 4.8 5.3
3.5 3.7 3.7 4.0 9.4 10.3 4.5 5.4
57 31 40 40 38 42 21 36
4 1 1 8 11 5
10 10 10 8
1 7 7 9 11 0 0
- - - - 10 4 4
0 0 0 0 1 0 1
38 56 52 54 41 31 59 57
46 29 37 30 34 41 15 14
12 12 7 10 19 14 20 22
4 3 4 6 6 14 6 7
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-Differences in the amount of off-farm
income were not as clear. For example, in
west-central Ohio 23 percent of the partici-
pants had more than $5,000 of income from
off-farm sources compared with only 11
percent of the nonparticipants with incomes
above $5,000. But in northern Ohio the per-
centages were almost exactly opposite, Data
were obtained in the class intervals shown
in table 7. Therefore, it was impossible to
compute average income for the groups
which might have shown a morediscernible
pattern., Most of the off-farm income was
from another job or business, and there
was little difference between participants
and nonparticipants in the sources of off-
farm income,

TABLE 8.--Participation of sample

Participation in Other Recent
Farm Programs

Farmers who had participated in other
farm programs were more likely to partici-
pate in the 1961 Feed Grain Program than
those who had not. The Conservation Re-
serve Program offered farmers an op-
portunity to contract to retire cropland for
periods of 3 to 10 years. Many of those con-
tracts were still in effectin 1961, Relatively
few farmers participated in this program
compared with other recent programs (table
8). Of the 8 areas studied, only the area in
Texas showed a relatively high participation
in the CR program, and participation was

farms in other recent farm programs

Farm program
Area Conservation Acreage Received ACP payments
Reserve Reserve
1956-60 1956-58 1960 1961
, Percent Percent Percent Percent
‘West-central Ohio:
Participants..ic.cveveeeens 3 15 16 26
NonparticipantSesisecesesse 8 15 12 14
Northern Ohio:

ParticipantSieeeesesesceces 3 29 37 33
NonparticipantS.eeeeeseeass 0 7 20 22
Southeastern Minnesota: -
ParticipantS...eveiesceccees 7 29 37 71
Nonparticipants.s...eev.... 3 8 39 32

Southwestern Minnesota: :
ParticipantS.ecececescccsse 3 27 14 32
Nonpartiecipants............ 0 7 2 11

North-central Iowa:

ParticipantS..eeeeeceecees. 9 45 1 77
Nonparticipants....oeeveo.. 0 14 7 6

Southern Iowa:

ParticipantSesiecesececeeese 11 42 17 62

NonparticipantS...eeesesess 7 37 22 24
Southwestern Kansas:

~ParticipantS..veesvecceree. 11 49 20 12

NonparticipantS.e.eeceeees. 6 25 14 10

Southern High Plains, Texas:

ParticipantS.cececeesceceas 16 11 29 47
NonparticlpantS.eseeeeasess 26 12 21 33
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higher among farmers not participating in
the Feed Grain Program.

Participation in the acreage reserve pro-
gram from 1956-58 was much higher than
in the CR program, It permitted farmers to
reduce acreage of specified crops for one
year at a time for a stipulated payment.
Participation in the AR program was higher
among farmers who participated in the feed
grain program than amongthose who did not,

The Agricultural Conservation Program
encourages farmers todivert land from cul-
tivated crops to conservationuses by paying
part of the cost of establishing permanent
vegetation, Participation in this programin
1960 was higher among farmers who later
participated inthe 1961 Feed Grain Program
than among those who did not. Participants
in the feed grain program were eligible
for ACP payments on the diverted acres if
they followed approved conservation prac-
tices. However, the size of ACP payments
was limited by the number of farmers
(participants and nonparticipants) who ap-
plied for them and funds available.

Thus, regardless of the voluntary pro-
gram offered to farmers, there was a
strong tendency for some farmers to par-
ticipate in all programs and others not to
participate in any. The data donotprovidea
clue, however, as to whether farmers par-
ticipated or not because of personal likes or
dislikes for Government programs, or be-
cause the programs, which were all of a
similar nature, fitted some farms better
than they did others.

FACTORS AFFECTING FARMERS'
DECISION REGARDING PARTICIPATION

As shown in table 1, farms in the feed
grain program, on the average, were much
larger than those not in the program; they
had a slightly larger proportion of the land
in crops, and their feed grain bases were a
larger proportion of total cropland. These
factors point to the relatively greater im-
portance of feed grain production on farms
of participants than on those of nonpartici-
pants. Because feed grain production was
relatively more important, the price-
support features of the feed grain program
probably held more appealfor thesefarmers
than for nonparticipants who usually had
more livestock, and less grainto sell,

Other differences among farmers that
might cause some to be more likely to par-
ticipate than others are differences in pro-
ductivity ratings, cash costs of production,
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cash costs of conservation practices, and
the part of conservation practices paid for
by ACP payments.

Productivity Ratings

Three measures of productivity are shown
in table 9, A '"productivity rating' was as-
signed to each farm by the ASCS community
committeemen; it was subject to review by
the county committee. The ''yield equiva-
lent" is the 1959-60 county average yield of
corn (or grain sorghum) adjusted by the
farms' productivity ratings. The yield in
1961 was reported by the farmers at the
time of the interview for this study.

In the Corn Belt, there was little differ-
ence in the average of productivity ratings
assigned to participating and nonparticipat-
ing farms. In four of the six areas they
averaged the same; in one area productivity
averaged higher on the participating farms
and in the other area higher on the nonpar-
ticipating farms.

In the two areas where grain sorghum is
the major feed grain crop the '"productivity
ratings' were higher onparticipatingfarms
than on nonparticipating farms, Part of the
difference may be due to different propor-
tions of dryland and irrigated sorghums on
the two groups of farms. But comparisons
of productivity ratings of dryland or irri-
gated sorghums show similar differences.
These participating farms may have been
slightly more productive. In the Kansas
area, the nonparticipating farms contained
larger acreages of grass, had more live-
stock, and often were located along the
breaks.

In four of the six Corn Belt areas, the
1961 yields reported by the farmers aver-
aged higher on the farms of participants
than on those of nonparticipants. The higher
vields reported by participants probably
were due, in part, to selection of the better
land for corn in 1961, (The effect of land
selectivity is examined in a later section.)

A comparison of the yield equivalent with
the 1961 yields shows that although 1961
yields were much above the estimated pro-
ductivity of the farms, the ratio of 1961
yields to estimated normal yields averaged
higher for the nonparticipants than for par-
ticipants in three of the six Corn Belt
areas.’ Thus, in these three areas despite
participants' opportunity to selectthe better
land for corn production in 1961, their

8 The definition of '" normal yields'* is found on page 1,



TABLE 9.--Productivity ratings of sample farms

Yield in
éiﬁgig? A;gz%ge Average 1961 as
Area tivity equive- yield percentage
rati lent in 1961 of yield
ng equivalent
Percent Bushels Bushels Percent
Corn
West~-central Ohio:
ParticipantS.eeeeseccececascnes 99 68.2 86.0 126
NonparticipantS.esieeeevecvens. 96 66.1 84.3 128
Northern Chio:
ParticipantS.ecececscoereecescee 97 61.3 89.5 146
NonparticipantS..eeeeeeeeceeoss 98 62.2 87.0 140
Southeastern Minnesota:
ParticipantS..eeeceesiocereness 100 61.5 81.1 132
NonparticipantS.seeeeseosecoose 100 61.6 79.1 128
Southwestern Minnesota:
ParticipantS..ceeeceseeesrcnces 98 56.9 69.7 122
NonparticipantSe.sesceseeoosses 98 55.6 73.5 132
North-central Iowa:
ParticipantS.sseeeeeessesocsacss 100 66.3 81.8 123
NonparticipantS.ceesesececocess 100 66.0 81.1 123
Southern Iowa:
ParticipantS.ceeeseeescess ceees 97 48.2 56.5 117
NonparticipantS.eseeescescensss 97 49.5 61.8 125
Grain sorghum
Southwestern Kansas:

ParticipantS..ceeseecssecccanss 102 33.8 40.3 119
Dry land.eeecessesss cervacnasse 83 26.0 31.9 123
Irrigated land...eeesecsossse 199 73.0 78.1 107

Nonparticipants........ ceesenes 95 30.5 33.7 110
Dry land....coeeeecenenes ceee 83 25.7 28.4 111
Irrigated land...cveceeccases 150 59.5 70.1 118

Cwt. Cwt.
Southern High Plains, Texas:

ParticipantS.cceesescasserannes 112 20.0 28.7 144
Dry landecceesecssccesscnsaas 89 13.7 22.5 le4
Irrigated land.eeceeeeesvenns 141 27.9 38.5 138

NonparticipantS..eveeeeeceeenes 91 15.8 22.2 141
Dry land........... e 82 12.8 17.2 134
Irrigated land............... 118 24.1 34.1 141
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yields were not as high relative to their
productivity ratings as on the farms of
nonparticipants. One of two conclusions is
indicated by this comparison. Either par-
ticipants retired their better land, which
isn't likely, or productivity ratings assigned
to participants' farms were higher relative
to the actual productivity compared with
those assigned to nonparticipants' farms.
The differences were small, but the rela-
tively lower productivity ratings probably
contributed to the decision of somefarmers
in the Corn Belt to stay out of the program.

In the two grain-sorghum areas, 1961
yields were slightly higher relative to pro-
ductivity ratings on farms of participants
than they were on farms of nonparticipants.
Consequently, low productivity ratings
probably were the cause of fewer farmers
staying out of the program in these areas
as compared with the Corn Belt, The propor-
tion of farmers in the program, also, was
higher in these areas thanit was inthe Corn
Belt.

Cash Costs of Production

A factor that was assumed to have an ef-
fect on farmers' decisions regarding par-
ticipating in the feed grain program was
whether they were high-cost or low-cost
producers--high-cost producers would be
more likely to participate. Furthermore,
because fixed costs would not be affected by
participation, it was assumed thatfarmers'
decisions would be based inpartonthe level
of their cash costs and that reductions, if
any, in the amount of unpaid labor would
have little effect on decisions to participate
unless farmers had profitable alternative
uses for that labor.

Because of the detailed accounting neces-
sary to estimate cash costs of production,
most farmers probably have only a rough
idea of actual costs, Nevertheless, they
probably have opinions about the level of
costs. Therefore, if a farmer thought his
production costs were high, he would be
more likely to participate,

To test his hypothesis, farmers were
asked "What were your cashoperating costs
per acre (such as for seed, fertilizer, fuel,
oil, hired labor, and insecticides) for corn
(or grain sorghum) planted in 19617?'" In all
areas except southwestern Minnesota, esti-
mated cost of participants averaged higher
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than that of nonparticipants.# The question
as asked was not designed to estimate the
level of costs with any degree of accuracy.,
Farm managers who arefamiliar with costs
in the areas surveyed said the estimates
were too high, But they do indicate what
farmers thought their costs were, and this
was assumed to be a factor in their deci-
sions (table 10).

Conservation Practices and Costs on
: Diverted Acres

The kind of conservation practices to be
used on the diverted acres were designated
in broad terms by the National and State
offices of ASCS, but practices approved for
each county were specified by the county
committees. In general,farmersinthe Corn
Belt were required to plant an annual or
perennial grass or legume and to prevent
noxious weeds from going to seed. No crop
could be harvested from thedivertedacres,
In the Southern Plains areas summer fallow-
ing was the most common conservation
practice,

Whether the practices consisted of seed-
ing a cover crop and weed control, or sum-
mer fallow, thefarmers reported cash costs
averaging about $5 to $8 an acre (table 10).
As with the cash costs of producing corn, the
range in costs was large, consequently these
averages of the level of costs may not be
wholly reliable,

In all areas studied except those in Ohio,
a high proportion of the participants re-
ported using one or more conservation prac-
tices on the diverted acres. In Ohio about 20
percent of the farmers reported that they
did notuse conservation practices (table 11).

Because several farmers reported using
more thanone conservationpractice in some
areas, the acreage coveredbyeach practice
is unknown. Although differences existed be-
tween the two areas in Ohio, data for these
areas indicated that about as manyfarmers
diverted land already seededtoacover crop
as diverted land that had beenina cultivated
crop in 1960, Inthe other Corn Belt areas the
data for these two kinds of conservation
practices were not tabulated separately. In

4 The samples in southwestern Minnesota were drawn from a
group of farmers whohave a history of cooperation with the Min-
nesota Agricultural Experiment Station in a farm management
research project and probably were better able to estimate their
cash costs than farmers in other areas, Data from this area in-
dicate that the real difference in cash costs between participants
and nonparticipants probably was insignificant.



TABLE 10.--Cash costs of growing corn or grain sorghum and of conservation practices on
diverted acres, sample farms, 1961

Cash costs per acre reported for--

Corn Conservation practices
Area
Par- Nonpar- Percentage | Cost:per acre
. . of farmers for farms
ticipants ticipants reporting reported?t
Dollars Dollars Percent Dollars
West-central OhiOeeeecesssssssss 39.50 32.63 70 6.22
Northern OhiC.eeeseecssscecscess 28.35 26.61 67 4,57
Southeastern Minnesot8.seeeeeases 23.43 20.82 100 5.98
Southwestern Minnesota.ceecesess 20.48 20.43 97 6.67
North-central IOW8B.eeeeessacosas 24 .60 22.96 98 7.52
Southern IoWa.eeessseessecesccns 27.37 25.46 97 7.72
Grain sorghum
Southwestern Kansas:
Dry land.cecsscccsacssccesssne 734 6.93 97 7.77
Irrigated land.-.--...-.....-. 2 34-76 18-31 - -
Southern High Plains, Texas
Dry land.l.l....l....l'.'.'l'l 13.67 11046 98 8.35
Irrigated land..cesececssoncss 21.84 18.74 - -

1 Fxcludes farms reporting no cost.
2 The higher cost per acre on participating farms probably is not significant because
of few reports, 2 of which reported relatively high costs.

TABLE 11.--Conservation practices on diverted acres, sample farms, 1961

Conservation practicet

Main-
tained
Area Seeded - g
cover ii:ﬁ:& Fallowed iﬁg:ﬁig Other None
erop cover
crop
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
West-central Ohio.eeesecesnes 53 37 2 1 3 21
Northern OhiO.sececscecssscnsas 29 51 30 o 0 17
Southeastern Minnesota...ss.. 2 65 (?) 41 0 4 3
Southwestern Minnesotas.eeees 2 82 (?) 36 0 0 4
North-central IoW&ssesssceass 2 96 (3) 0 0 0 4
Southern IoWA.essssssocsconss 2 9 (?) 0 0 0 4
Southwestern Kansaseesessesse 5 4 83 8 0 4
Southern High Plains, Texas.. 34 0 59 0] 4 4

* Percentages may add to more than 100 because some farmers used more than one practice.
2 pata for these 2 conservation practices not tabulated separately.
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northern Ohio, in both areas in Minnesota,
and in the Southern Plains, fallowing was a
major conservation practice,

Farmers were reimbursed by ACP pay-
ments for part of the costs of conservation
practices on diverted acres. These pay-
ments are available to farmers for estab-
lishing approved conservation practices on
cropland. They have nodirect relationto the
feed grain program, but payments couldbe
obtained for establishing conservation prac-
tices on diverted acres to the extent that
funds were available., Participants in Min-
nesota, Iowa, and Texas especially took
advantage of this as indicated by the sharp
increase from 1960 to 1961 in the percent-
age of farmers receiving ACP payments
(table 12),

ADAPTATION TO THE FEED
GRAIN PROGRAM

In addition to usingless croplandfor feed
production and possible changes inlivestock
numbers, farmers also had to decide onthe
fields to retire from production, whether to
use more fertilizer, or tochange other pro-
duction practices,

Land Selection

It was assumed thatfarmers participating
in the feed grain program would tend to
keep their best land in corn and grain
sorghum and to retire their poorest land,
To what extent this was done and what effect

TABLE 12.--ACP payments to assist in defraying costs of comservation
practices, sample farms, 1960 and 1961

Participants
1960 1961
Area
: Percentage of |Payment per |Percentage of|Payment per
farms farm farms farm
reporting reporting reporting reporting
Percent Dollars Percent Dollars
West~central OhiOiseseeseereasens 16 304 26 179
Northern OhiOieesesesessessosces 37 253 33 324
Southeastern Minnesota.seesseses 37 231 71 207
Southwestern Minnesota.eeescooss 14 47 32 50
North-central IoWa.eessessessese 1 38 77 70
Southern IoWaseeeecoeescesssaoas 17 121 62 132
Southwestern KansaSeeeeeessosses 20 353 12 441
Southern High Plains, TexaS..... 29 556 47 707
anpar‘bicipants

West-central ONiO...eseseeesesss 12 213 14 271
Northern OhiCeeeeccesceecseocasns 22 374 20 373
Southeastern Minnesot@eseseesees 39 122 32 66
Southwestern Minnesota.......... 2 100 11 56
North-central IoWA:eseceesscsnss 7 280 6 223
Southern IoWaA.ecceeosecssosssncss 22 168 24 184
‘Southwestern KansaS..eeseeeeeess 14 547 10 629
Southern High Plains, TeXaS...e. 21 244 33 - 283
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it had on feed grain production were among
. the questions asked in the study.
The effect of land selection on feed grain

production was estimated from information-

“available on the quality of land used for feed
grains in 1961 compared with the land used
for these cropsin 1960, and the quality of the
land diverted.

Farmers interviewed were asked to esti-
mate the normal yield of each field in corn
or grain sorghum (corn in the Corn Beltand
grain sorghum in the Southwest) in 1960 or
1961, Normal yield was defined as the yield
farmers would expect with average weather
and 1961 practices. From the acreages and
yields of the fields, a normal yield for the
farm was computed for each year.

A further assumption was that normal
vields would be the same for 1960 and
1961 on nonparticipants' farms. However,
the record high yields in 1961 apparently
-caused all farmers to estimate normal
yvields for 1961 to be above those for 1960.

The effect of land selectionon 1961 yields
-can be approximated by first computing the
ratio of 1961 normal yields to 1960 normal
yvields for participants and nonparticipants.

The deviation from 1.0 (or 100 percent) on

nonparticipants' farms is assumed tobe the
amount of bias due to weather and perhaps
other factors, By subtracting this correction
from the ratio of 1961 normal yields to those

of 1960 on participants' farms gives one
measure of the effecton yields of land selec-
tion by participants.

In southeastern Minnesota, for example,
participants estimated 1961 normal yields to
be 9 percent higher thanin 1960; nonpartici-
pants in the same area estimated 1961 nor-
mal yields as 5 percent above those of 1960.
The difference, 4 percent, indicates the
amount 1961 yields on participants' farms
in this area were raised because of land
selection (table 13).

For the sixareasfor whichdataareavail-
able, the data indicate that land selection
caused 1961 yields on participating farms
to be 2 to 4 percent higher than they would
have been without the feed grain program.
As about half of all farmers who grew about
40 percent of the corn in 1961 participated
in the program, land selection probably
caused U,S. average yields in1961tobe 1l to
2 percent higher than they would have been
otherwise,

Another measure of the effect of land
selection on yields isthe difference between
1961 yields and farmers' estimates of the
yields they would have expected on the di-
verted acreage if this land had been planted
to corn or grain sorghum. Farmers esti-
mated that yields on the diverted acres
would have averaged 1 to 5 percent lower
than the yields obtained in 1961 (table 14),

TABLE 13.--Normal yields of land used for feed grains, sample farms, 1960 and 1961%

Participants Nonparticipants
Area 1961 as 1961 as
1960 1961 | 2 Per- 1960 1961 | & Per-
centage centage
of 1960 of 1960
Bushels Bushels Percent Bushels Bushels Percent
West-central Ohic.seseseoese NA 89.0 -- NA 81.0 -
Northern OhiOe..ceeeesese seea NA 89.6 -- NA 88.4 -
Southeastern Minnesota...... 77 4 84.6 109 79.1 82.9 105
Southwestern Minnesota...... 72.6 76.3 105 76.9 77.3 101
North-central Iowa.eeeeeeees 74.0 76.8 104 73.2 73.8 101
Southern IOWa.csseseessocess 59.2 62.8 106 62.8 66.4 106
Southwestern Kansas:?
Irrigated.e.eeeeeensss . 89.2 86.2 97 80.8 77.6 96
Nonirrigated....cecov... 31.0 32.8 106 31.1 30.7 99 .
Southern High Plains, Texas?.
Irrigated...es.e,.. 343,9 342.5 97 343.2 340.4 9,
Nonirrigated....... .. - - <= - 324.8 -

1 Normal yield is expected yield with 1961 practices and average weather on land pla_nted

to corn in 1960 and 1961, respectively.

2 Grain sorghum, on fertilized land only.

20

3 Cwt.



TABLE 14.--Yields expected on diverted acres compared with actual yields, 1961

Expected yield on

Yield on diverted
acres as a percent-

Area diverted acres Yields in 1961 age of yields

in 1961

Bushels Bushels Percent
West-central Ohic.eeeeeees. 83.9 86.0 98
Northern OhiC..ieiceceeecenanes 85.3 89.5 95
Southeastern Minnesota....... 78.2 81.1 96
Southwestern Minnesota....... 68.1 69.7 98
North-central ITowa........... 80.0 81.8 98
Southern IToWa...eeeeeeecesss . 58.5 56.5 104
Southwestern Kansas.....c.... 38.5 40.3 96
Southern High Plains, Texas.. 28.5 28.7 99

This is roughly the same range of difference
shown by the comparison of normal yields.
But because the acreage diverted was
smaller than the acreage planted, the data
indicate that the effect of land selection on
average yields for the United States in 1961
might have been even smaller than 1 to
2 percent indicated earlier., In response to
the question on yields on diverted acres,
many farmers said the yields would have
been the same as those obtained on land
planted to corn, or grain sorghum, in 1961.
On many farms this probably was true, but
no measure of possible bias is available,

Fertilizer Used on Corn

Trend in Fertilizer Use in the Corn Belt

In the sevenchief corn-producing States--
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Minnesota, Iowa,
Missouri, and Nebraska--consumption of
the three primary plant nutrients (N, avail-
able P205, and K2O) rose an average of 8
percent per year from 1956 to 1960 and 5
percent from 1960 to 1961. Consumption of
nitrogen rose 17 percentper year from 1956
to 1960, and 21 percent from 1960 to 1961,
Analysis of 1959 census data shows that 69
percent of the three primary nutrients and
79 percent of the nitrogen fertilizer usedin
these States were applied to corn,

The amount of fertilizer used on corn in
each year from 1956 to 1961 can be esti-
mated if we assume thatthe proportion of all
fertilizer used on corn was the same ineach
of these years as it was in 1959, Similarly,
we can also estimate the pounds of plant
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nutrients applied per acre of corn har-
vested,

Although the change from 1960 to 1961 in
total fertilizer applied to corn in the seven
principal corn-producing States did not
differ appreciably from the trend in other
recent years, fertilizer applied per acre of
corn rose sharply from 1960 to 1961. Total
primary plant nutrients applied to cornrose
from an estimated 63 pounds per acre in
1960 to 81 pounds in 1961. This was an in-
crease of 18 pounds per acre compared with
annual increases averaging less than 2
pounds from 1956 to 1960, Similarly, the
amount of nitrogen applied per acre rose
from an estimated 24 pounds in 1960 to 35
pounds in 1961--an increase of 11 pounds
compared with an average about 2 pounds
per year from 1956 to 1960.

Changes in Fertilizer Use on Participating
and Nonparticipating Farms

On participating farms surveyed in
December 1961 and January 1962 in two
areas each in Ohio, Minnesota, and Iowa, the
total quantity of the three primary plant
nutrients applied on all corn generally was
less in 1961 than in 1960, whereas on non-
participating farms the total quantity used
was greater in 1961 (table 15), Infive of the
six areas, participants reduced the total
quantity of fertilizer used on corn; the de-
creases ranged from 4 percent in south-
western Minnesota to 44 percentinnorthern
Ohio., Participants in north-central Iowa,
however, used 21 percent more fertilizer
on corn in 1961 thanin 1960, Inall six areas
nonparticipants used morefertilizer oncorn



in 1961; increases ranged from 9 percentin
northern Ohio to 148 percent in southern
Iowa.

Decreases in fertilizer used on all corn =

on participating farms resulted almost en-
tirely from reductions in acres of corn per
farm and, consequently, smaller acreages
fertilized. Both participants and nonpartici-
pants in all areas except one applied more
fertilizer pér acre in 1961 than in 1960,
Only nonparticipants in north-central Iowa
averaged less fertilizer per acre oncornin
1961 than in 1960, butamong these farmers,
the percentage of the acreagefertilized rose

27 percent. Farmers usingfertilizer for the
first time in 1961 probably applied it at a
lower rate than those who had used it in
previous years, thus reducing the average
rate of application.

The amount of nitrogen used rose at a
faster rate than the amount of all fertilizer
used. On 5 of the 12 groups of farms sur-
veyed {6 participant and 6 nonparticipant
groups), the amount of nitrogen applied per
acre rose 30 percent or more, compared
with a maximum increase of 22 percent in
total fertilizer used per acre.

TABLE 15.--Change in quantity of fertilizer used on corn and grain sorghum,
sample farms, 1960 to 19611

Total
Acres Total
Area Acres Per | pentiligeq | N @PPlied | plant food | o, "ol o
farm er farm per acre applied er farm
P per acre p
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
West-central Chio:
Participants.......... e ~4le -43 40 18 -33
NonparticipantS...eeveesee. 2 0 18 17 16
Northern Ohio:
Participants...c.eveeess . -50 -51 22 14 -4
Nonparticipants....oeeensn. 2 3 11 6 9
Scutheastern Minnesota:
Participants......... ceans -43 -21 10 9 -14
NonparticipantS..ceceeesss . 7 38 43 12 55
Southwestern Minnesota:
ParticipantsS..cesesceesenass -30 -18 41 17 -4
Nonparticipants............ -2 14 32 22 39
North-central Iowa:
Participants...... Ceseesans -25 8 17 12 21
Nonparticipants........ .o 2 27 -1 -10 14
Southern Iowa:
Participants.......... ceses -50 -29 -2 14 -20
NonparticipantS..esseseasss 20 107 42 20 148
Southwestern Kansas:
ParticipantS..eeecececeense -43 -8 -10 -11 -18
NonparticipantS..eeeseseass 6 14 18 9 23
Southern High Plains, Texas:
Participants....... ceseeass -41 2 4 4 7
NonparticipantS.eeeeeeees.. 7 71 -19 -19 38

1 Corn in Ohio, Minnesota, and Iowa; grain sorghum in Kansas and Texas.
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The question may be raised as to how
representative are the farms and areas sur-
veyed with respect to changes in fertilizer
used. In both survey areas of Minnesota,
changes from 1960 to 1961 infertilizer used
were close to the State average. In Ohio and
Iowa, the changes in the survey areas
bracketed the State averages (table 16), On
the farms surveyed in the west-central
~ area of Ohio, the quantity of fertilizer used
on corn declined 9 percent and onthe farms
in the northern area 20 percent. Total fer-
tilizer used in the State declined 14 percent,
In Iowa increases averaged 13 percent for
the State as a whole compared with 19 per-
cent in the north-central area and 5 percent
in the southern area.

In the Ohio areas, nearly all of the corn
was fertilized in both 1960 and 1961, Con-
sequently, changes intotal plantfood applied
to corn reflected changes in acres of corn
per farm and in rates of application. On
participating farms in the west-central
area, the acreage of corn dropped from an
average of 71 acres per farm in 1960 to 40
acres in 1961 (table 17). Pounds of plant food
applied per acre rose 18 percent, but the
total quantity of plant food applied to corn
declined 33 percent, On nonparticipating
farms in the same area, acreage of corn
remained about the same in 1961 asin 1960,
plant food applied per acre rose about the

same as on the participating farms, but
total plant food applied to corn rose about
16 percent. '

Similar changes occurred amongpartici-
pating and nonparticipating farms in north-
ern Ohio. In this area, however, partici-
pants used more plant food per acrein 1960
than did nonparticipants. Also the increase
from 1960 to 1961 was greater on these
farms.

In the two areas in Minnesota, about two-
thirds of the corn was fertilized in 1960
(table 17). In both areas the proportionfer-
tilized in 1961 was higher than in 1960, but
it rose more in the southeast than in the
southwest. The increase was aboutthe same
on the farms that were in the 1961 Feed
Grain Program as on farms that were not.

Farmers interviewed in Iowa fertilized
a smaller proportion of their cornacreage,
and used less plant food per acrethanthose
in Ohio and Minnesota. About half of the
corn acreage in northern Iowa was fer-
tilized in 1960; in the southern area about
a fourth to a third of the acreage was fer-
tilized.

In 1961, the proportion of the cornacreage
fertilized was much higher than in 1960,
Thus, in northern Iowa the acreage of corn
fertilized on farms in the feed grain pro-
gram was higher in 1961 thanin 1960 despite
a sharp reduction in total acreage of corn,

TABLE 16.--Change from 1960 to 1961 in quantity of primary plant nutrient used,
selected survey areas

Primary plant nutrients used
State and area Unit Change from
1960 1961 1960 to 1961
Percent

Ohiot...... P B <" 380,316 327,703 -14
West-central?.....vceeeeeennnns Pound 6,287 5,731 -9
NOrthern®e.eeeeeeeereneonncenns do. 6,183 4,967 -20
Minnesotal....... tetseesssssasses| Ton 236,685 255,510 8
Southeastern®...eveeeeeeeess...| Pound 4,407 4,756 8
SOUthWeSterN®. s e ieerenrereneens do. 5,000 5,517 10
IoWa . eeveeeresancacasacnsnansnss| Ton 283,024 319,085 13
North-central?.....veeeeeese...| Pound 3,876 4,626 19
Southern®e..eeeeeeeensn. do. 1,277 1,338 5

1 Total on all crops for years ending June 30.
2 Estimated quantity applied to corn per farm from sample surveys.
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TABLE 17.--Fertilizer used on corn, sample areas, 1960 and 1961

Corn fertilized

7 Plant food used on corn

Corn per farm Per acre fertilized
ITtem i
per rvall Per
farm Per- vail-
Aere= | oentage N able | K;0 | Total farm
88° | of total P05
West~-central Ohio: Acres Acres Percent Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds
Participants: '

1960, enneereeeenns 71.1 69.7 98 30.5  50.3 38.1 119 8,294

1961eveeevescencans 39.9 39.9 100 42.6 56.2 41,3 140 5,586
Nonparticipants:

1960, cseecescescans 42.5 41.7 98 35.4 40,7 43.9 120 5,004

1961 ceeenecsccssass 43,4 41.6 96 41.8 51.7 46.3 140 5,824

Northern Ohio:
Participants:

1960cecescscocsooes 56.1 55.7 99 42.7 46,6 40.8 130 7,241

196)ceieocscacseons 27.9 27.3 98 52.2 48.7 47.4 148 4,040
Nonparticipants:

1960, ccaeeerocnaens 50.7 48.9 96 36.6 40,5 30.5 108 5,281

1961.cieeninenns . 51.7 50.5 98 40.7 42.1 31.5 114 5,757

Southeastern Minnesota:
Participants:
1960 ceeineesncnsns 87.8 57.9 66 31.6 36.7 32.9 101.2 5,859

1961ecieeeceanianns 50.3 45.5 90 34.9 35.1 40.1 110.1 5,010
Nonparticipants:

- 1960..... ceasean e 52.8 35.0 66 17.8 33.0 30.6 81.4 2,849

1961t eeensannnss .o 56.4 48.4 86 25.4 31.1 36.3 92.8 4,492

Southwestern Minnesota:
Participants:

1960 eesecescescans 111.2 74.6 67 20.9 32.1 19.6 72.6 5,416
B L 77.8 61.5 79 29.4 34.6 20.7 84.7 5,209
Nonparticipants:

1960 e eetvencenanns 86.3 55.2 64 25.3 31.3 21.7 78.3 4,322

1961leieeeasesanenen 84.3 63.1 75 33.3 36.3 25.8 95.4 6,020

North-central Iowa:
Participants:

1960..... ceeseaness | 117.2 55.6 47 22.6 26.6 22.2 71.4 3,970
1961, .eenenens . 87.8 60.2 69 26.5 28.5 24.7 79.7 4,798
Nonparticipants:

1960 ceenesocccenss 92.3 4'7.5 52 19.0 29.7 26.3 75.0 3,562

1961eeccrcasocnsoas 94.0 60.1 64 18.8 26.7 21.9 67.4 4,051

Southern Iowa:
Participants:

1960, ceseesenssncss 71.3 25.6 36 26.4 16.9 12.0 55.3 1,416

1961.0cievncnns cone 35.9 18.1 50 26.0 23.9 13.0 62.9 1,138
Nonparticipants:

1960, cieaerovensss 53.7 12.0 22 25.4 28.0 14.1 67.5 810

1961.eencesescsanns 64.7 24.8 38 36.1 30.3 14.5 80.9 2,006
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The quantity of plant food used per acre
of corn rose somewhat, although the in-
crease was less than in other States. The
combination of larger acreages fertilized
and higher rates of application, however,
caused total fertilizer used on corn to rise
sharply except on participating farms in
southern Iowa where acres fertilized per
farm declined about a fourth,.

Fertilizer Used on Grain Sorghum

Fertilizing grain sorghum varied widely
between the two areas studied, and between
dry land and irrigated land in each area, In
both southwestern Kansas and the Southern
High Plains of Texas, more of the grain
sorghum on participants' farms was fer-
tilized than on nonparticipants' farms, and
more of the grain sorghumonirrigatedland
was fertilized than was true of that on dry
land, Because of a reduction in acreage of
grain sorghums grown in 1961, participants
in southwestern Kansas used lessfertilizer
on sorghum in 1961 than in 1960, whereas
nonparticipants in the same areaused more
(table 18). Very little dryland sorghum was
fertilized in either 1960 or 1961,

The irrigated sorghum fertilized in 1960
ranged from about 30 percentof the acreage
on farms of participants and nonparticipants
in the Texas area to 84 percent onfarms of
participants in southwestern Kansas, Non-
participants in southwestern Kansas fer-
tilized only 36 percent of the irrigated
sorghum in 1960,

In 1961, the percentage of the acreage
fertilized and the quantity applied per acre
were higher on both groups of farms inboth
areas than they were in 1960, Because of
the decrease in the acreage of sorghum in
1961, participants in the Texas area used
only about 6 percent more fertilizer on
sorghum per farm than in 1960, and in
southwestern Kansas theyused about 18 per-
cent less than in 1960,

Use of Other Improved Practices

In addition to changes in the use of fer-
tilizer, many farmers indicated thatin 1961
they either used for the first time or ex-
panded the use of one or more improved
practices on feed grains, The rate of adop-
tion of new practices was about the same
among participants and nonparticipants
(table 19).
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The more commonly reported practices
adopted or expanded included using im-
proved varieties of seed, increasing the
plant population per acre, and using chem-
icals for weed and insect control, Between
a fifth and a fourth of the corn producers
in the two areas in Ohio reported that they
used new and improved hybrid seed. In the
Texas area where hybrid grain sorghum has
largely replaced other varieties in the last
5 years, about a fourth of the participants
and a third of the nonparticipants reported
using improved sorghum hybrids for the
first time in 1961. In northern Ohio, addi-
tional drainage facilities were reported by
13 percent of the participants and 10 percent
of the nonparticipants, Other improved
practices were reported by smaller per-
centages of the farmers interviewed, but
these indicate the kind of new practices
adopted or expanded and their relative im-
portance.

Net Sales of Grain

The nature of the farms participating in
the 1961 Feed Grain Program is further in-
dicated by the net sales of grain. Net sales
are defined as the corn, grain sorghum, bar-
ley, oats, and wheat (in the Corn Belt only)
sold from the current year's cropor sealed
as collateral for a Commodity Credit Cor-
poration loan, less the quantity of grain
bought during the feeding year beginning
October 1,

Net sales of grain per farmfromthe 1960
crop averaged higher among participants
than among nonparticipants in all of the 8
areas studied (table 20)., The higher net
sales by participants resulted from larger
acreages of feed grains and fewer livestock
per farm,

With the reduction in acreages of corn
and grain sorghum in 1961, participants in
all areas except the two in Minnesota sold
or expect to sell less grain from the 1961
crop than they did from the 1960 crop,
whereas nonparticipants in allareas soldor
expect to sell more grainfromthe 1961 crop
than they did from the 1960 crop. Despite
the decrease in net sales by participants
and larger net sales by nonparticipants
in 1961 than in 1960, participants in five
of the eight areas studied averaged larger
sales than did nonparticipants in
1961,



TABLE 18.--Fertilizer used on grain sorghum, dry land and irrigated land, sample farms,
southwestern Kansas and Southern High Plains, Texas, 1960 and 1961

Sorghum fertilized

Plant food used on sorghum

:gr— per fexm Per acre fertilized
um
Tten per Per- Avail- Per
farm | Acreage | centage Nt | able K50 Total | farm
of total P20s
Southwestern Kansas:
Participants: Acres Acres Percent Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds
1960:
Dry land.......| 162.2 9.2 6 9.8 21.8 0 31.6 291
Irrigated land.| 26.5 22.2 84 95.6 1.0 o] 96.6 2,145
Totaleessssss| 188.7 3L.4 17 70.5 7.1 0 77.6 2,436
1961:
Dry land.cesses| 91.6 13.1 14 21.9 10.3 0 32.2 422
Irrigated land.| 16.8 15.8 9% 97.6 1.5 0 99.1 1,566
Totalisessass| 108.4 28.9 27 63.3 5.5 0 68.8 1,988
Nonparticipants:
1960:
Dry land..esee.| 97.6 4.9 5 10.1 18.3 l.4 29.8 146
Irrigated land. 12.5 4.5 36 58.2 5.2 0 63 .4 285
Totaleesseses| 110.1 9.4 9 33.1 12.0 .7 45,8 431
1961:
Dry land.eseeso| 105.4 5.4 5 14.8 16.9 0 31.7 171
Irrigated land, 11.6 5.3 46 63.7 bod 0 68.1 361
Totaleeeaasss| 117.0 10.7 9 39.0 10.7 0 49.7 532
Southern High Plains:
Participants:
1960:
Dry land.......| 127.1 2.0 2 73 0 0 73 146
Irrigated land.| 92.8 27.2 29 76 0 0 76 2,067
Totaleessesso| 219.9 29.2 13 76 0 0 76 2,219
1961:
Dry land.eeee..| 80.3 - 3.5 4 87 0 0 87 304
Irrigated land.| 50.5 26 .4 52 78 0 0 78 2,059
Totaleeeeos.o| 130.8 29.9 23 79 0 0 79 2,362
Nonparticipants:
1960: :
Dry land.......| 103.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigated land.| 40.2 12.4 31 91 0 0 91 1,128
Totaleesssess| 143.2 12.4 9 o1 0 0 91 1,128
1961:
Dry land.......| 113.3 1.4 1 26 0] 0 26 36
Irrigated land.| 39.4 19.8 50 77 0] 0 77 1,525
Totaleessosss| 152.7 21.2 14 V3 0 0] T4 1,569

1 Fertilizer used in the Texas area was all nitrogen.
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TABLE 19.--Percentage of farmers reporting yield-increasing practices on corn and grain
sorghum used for the first time or expanded in 1961 sample farms?t

Practice used

Closer Closer Spray Treat
Area mproved | plant- | spacing | for for ALl
v?rlz g ing in of weed insect others
oL see rows rows control control

West-central Chio: Percent Percent  Percent Percent Percent Percent

ParticipantS.eeeseeescesss 21 14 9 19 3 13

NonparticipantS..eeeeeee.. 23 15 22 14 1 12
Northern Chio:

ParticipantS.esseesaesesss 25 19 1 11 -- 19

NonparticipantsS.eeseseeees 18 22 13 5 2 13
Southeastern Minnesota:

ParticipantS.sesecesseccess 8 10 3 19 4 19

NonparticipantS.eeeeeseess 13 5 20 4 12
Southwestern Minnesota:

Participants..... ssesss oo 13 2 15 12 10

NonparticipantS.eeeeeesses 2 11 4 11 7 4
North-central Iowa:

ParticipantS.eesesessceess 2 13 5 11 4 4

NonparticipantS.eeeeececses 14 11 8 12 4 10
Southern Iowa:

ParticipantS.cecesssesesss 2 0 7 2

NonparticipantS..eeeescess 4 2 4 6
Southwestern Kansas:

ParticipantS.ceecessesesss 9 12 13

NonparticipantS.eeesecesss 13 6 9 20
Southern High Plains, Texas:

ParticipantS...eceeceneess 23 0 5 4 18

NonparticipantS..ceesessass 37 1 0 6 6 13

1 Fxcluding the use of fertilizer.
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TABLE 20.--Net sales of grain from the 1960 crop and quantity sold or to be sold from the
1961 crop, sample farms®

Year beginning Oct. 1, 1960 Year beginning Oct. 1, 1961
Area N

Sold Sealed | Bought et Sold Sealed | Bought Net
sales sales

Bu By Bu.  Bu.  Bu. Bu.  Bu.  Bu.

Participants
West-central Ohioc...... 3,516 296 168 3,644 2,740 219 196 2,763
Northern OhiOseeeesssss 3,742 268 117 3,893 3,171 246 42 3,375
Southeastern Minnesota. 1,116 629 547 1,198 917 1,131 491 1,557
Southwestern Minnesota. 1,585 1,428 368 2,645 1,152 2,323 449 3,026
North-central Iowa..... 1,716 3,633 840 4,509 1,404 3,362 731 4,035
Southern Iowa....... e 540 400 439 501 397 296 572 121
Southwestern Kansas.... | 2,958 416 62 3,312 2,226 798 56 2,968
Southern High Plains,
TEXASeseroeensnnssees | 2 3,615 2 67 0 23,682 2 3,057 2 9 26 23,143
Nonparticipants
West-central Ohio......| 1,587 220 216 1,591 2,416 0 152 2,264
Northern OhiOeeeesecess 3,135 123 245 3,013 4,143 0 176 3,967
Southeastern Minnesota. 656 10 746 -80 966 o 317 649
Southwestern Minnesota. 1,522 0 623 899 1,758 0 608 1,150
North-central Iowa..... 1,395 370 1,579 186 1,988 0 1,539 449
Southern IoWas.esesssss 500 151 843 -192 1,128 0 620 508
Southwestern Kansas.... 1,436 0 711 725 1,818 0 602 1,216
Southern High Plains,

TEXaS. s uas. veeeeenees | 22,304 264 220 22,348 2 3,582 0 213 23,569

1 Net sales of grain includes corn, grain sorghum, barley, oats (and wheat in the Corn
Belt) sold, or sealed for CCC loan less quantities bought during the feeding year begin-

ning October 1.
2 Hundredweight.

FARMERS' REASONS FOR
PARTICIPATING

Farmers who participated inthe program
were asked "Why did you participate in the
1961 Feed Grain Program?'' Ineach case the
farmers's answer was summarized by the
enumerator and recorded on the schedule.
After several interviews, some of the
enumerators obviously attempted to classify
the replies, Further classificationwas done
by the persons summarizing the data for
each State, In the national office the answers
were further reduced tothose shownintable
21,

For many participants, their answers
were indefinite and did not readily fit any of
the groups finally used. For example, one
enumerator reported that several farmers

participated in the program ''because they
did not need the feed." This could be in-
terpreted to mean that the farmers thought
it was more profitable to participate, or that
they participated to reduce surpluses, or
possibly some other basic reason. In table
25 these answers are included with those of
farmers who thought it would be ''more
profitable'' to participate. Other answers in
this group include ''to get a higher income, "’
or 'to 'get support price." In Kansas,
apparently a reduction in costs was
also interpreted as participating because
farmers thought to do so was ''more profit-
able,"" In Ohio, many farmers mentioned
""labor shortage'' as the reason for partici-
pating; these replies areincluded with those
who participated to ''reduce costs."

28



62

TABLE 21.--Percentage of farmers reporting major

reasons for participating in the 1961 Feed Grain Program, 8§ areas

Reason for participatingt

No
Area More To im- To To To Needed |Unfavor- |Required reason
profit- | prove reduce reduce reduce advance able by Other given
able the land risk costs surplus | payment |weather landlord
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
West-central Ohio.. 41 16 30 43 14 5 2 2 2 --
Northern OhiO...... 56 24 27 22 30 - 8 2 7 -
Southeastern
Minnesota....... . 30 46 25 36 52 21 16 - 5 5
Southwestern
Minnesota....c.o.. 35 54 11 24 57 9 3 - 7 2
North-central
Iowa®. . veennrnnn. 31 9 - 9 32 1 1 13 1 4
Southern IowaZ..... 16 24 - 18 13 4 8 11 4 1
Southwestern Kansas 45 16 4 - 24 3 36 - 17 25 --
Southern High
Plains, Texas.... 37 18 5 5 26 4 -- 1 5 --

1 Total replies add to more than 100 percent because some farmers gave more than one reason.
2 Includes only the most important reason given by each farmer.

3 These farmers used the payment to pay expenses of summer fallowing.



Another major reason farmers partici-
pated was to improve the land. This was
frequently reported as ''to control weeds"
or 'to let the land rest."

Farmers
risk'" were largely in areas where produc-
tion risks are relatively small. Therefore
they probably were as much concerned-about
price risks as production risks, althoughthe
distinction was not clear.

A large proportion of the’ cooperatmg

farmers did so to help reduce surpluses of
feed grain., Many of them gave this reason
only without reference to whether or not they
thought it would be more profitable for them,
For many farmers, participating inthe pro-

gram probably had little effect on their net

farm income.

In 'a few areas, unfavorable weather at
planting time, or the failure of other crops
provided the major incentive for participa-
tion. In other areas landlords insisted on
participation. But their reasons might well
have been to get prlce support or to let the
land rest.

The number of farmers part1c1pat1ng to

obtain the advance payment appearedtovary.

widely, but this also may have resulted

from interpretation of answers. For ex-

ample, the report for the Kansas area shows
that 36 percent of the farmers reported
participating "to get paid for summer fal-
low;" feed grain land was diverted to sum-
mer fallow that, inturn, was seeded to wheat
or barley in the fall, This was interpreted
as participating to get the advance payment.

Most of the reasons for diverting more
than the minimum acreage requiredfor par-

ticipation were similar to those given for

participation in the first place. In addition,
on many farms the acreage retired exceeded
the minimum requirement becausefarmers
did not want to retire part ofafield, Others
- retired more acres to reduce risk, or be-
- cause they thought it was a goodprogramto
reduce feed grain surpluses,

Farmers who did not divert more thanthe
minimum acreage mostfrequently reasoned
- that they either needed the feed, that they
thought growing corn or grain sorghum was
more profitable, or that they participated to
be eligible for price support.

FARMERS' REASONS FOR NOT
PARTICIPATING

Farmers who did not participate in the
program were asked their reasons for not
doing so. Enumerators were instructed not
to suggest reasons but to record farmers'
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who participated ''to reduce

~low. Often,

answers as succinctly as possible. The
seven most frequent reasons that were given
are listed in table 22 and represent only a
small percentage of ‘the number of different
answers “obtained. Answers that indicated
similar reasons were included withthe spe-
cific answers in order to reduce the number
in the "other'' category. /

An 1mportant reason given for not par-
ticipating in all areas except Texas was that
the farmers needed the feed. Nonpartici-
pants usually had more livestock than did

- participants and had little surplus feed,

Theoretically, these farmers could have
sold their corn or grainsorghumtothe CCC

- at the support price and bought other grain

for feed at the (lower) market price. Butthe
costs of storing and delivering grainto CCC,
f1nd1ng replacement grain for feed and haul-
ing it to the farm, and the problem of havmg
adequate storage for both CCC grain and
grain for feed made this alternative less

attractive. In addition, this method of op-

eration would have been outside the manage-

- ment experience of many farmers as few,

if any, ofthem indicatedthatthey considered
this alternative.
The reasons shown in table 22 are not as

- specific as they might appear to be at first

glance. For example, manyfarmers arere-
ported to have said that they didn't partici-
pate because their base acreages were too
additional comments on the
schedule showed a wide range of meaningin
this simple statement. Some said that the
base acreage was too small to make par-
ticipation worthwhile. Others said thattheir
acreage in the base period was too low and
they didn't want to reduce it any further,
Still others implied that they had been
treated unfairly by the county committee in
setting the base acreage, Afourthinterpre-
tation:shows that-the base was too small to
produce the amount of feed farmers needed,
In Iowa, for example, a small base acreage
was the most important reason for notpar-
ticipating, but in Minnesota similar state-
ments apparently were interpretedasneed-
ing the feed, In the Texas area several
farmers said they did not participate be-
cause their base acreages were toolow, But
additional comments frequently revealed
that their base acreages were lowin 1959
and 1960 either because of participation in
the Conservation Reserve program or be-
cause land was shifted from sorghum to cot-
ton to participate in the plan B cotton
program that permitted farmers toincrease
their cotton acreage up to 140 percent of
their allotments.
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TABLE 22.--Percentage of farmers reporting major reasons for not participating in the 1961 Feed Grain Program, 8 areas

Reason for not participating®

Area Needed pllv{gﬁt- ggpilizg Base Payment Land- Didn't reggon
the | able to| or all |2°7°%8%  too lord | ‘;{c‘gzg' Other | given
feed % Z:g G;zi;u:;gt small low objected program
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

West-central OhiOeeeeeecececces | 36 20 18 19 1 5 12 15 0
Northern OhiOe.eeeeesceccseees 33 35 24 8 13 2 5 22 2
Southeastern Minnesota.eseesss 68 31 18 9 13 3 11 16 0]
Southwestern Minnesotaseseeses 59 50 11 9 7 9 11 24 2
North-central ToWwa.eeescoossss 24 6 11 25 1 11 (3 22 0
SOULNETT) TOWA+ e sennveeennnenns 24 6 8 36 3 6 (2) 18 0
Southwestern KansasS..eeoeeesss 45 15 29 16 0 4 18 4 0
Southern High Plains, Texas... 0 15 26 35 19 3 4 8 8

1 Total replies add to more than 100 percent because many farmers gave more than one reason.

2 Not reported separately.



Similarly,farmers citing nonparticipation
because ''payments were too low' revealed
a wide range of meanings. For example,
many farmers thought that the productivity
indexes that determined the level of pay-
ments were too low. Other farmers planned
to sell little, if any, feed grain, therefore
the support price was notconsidered intheir
decision, and the payment was too low to
make participation as profitable as growing
corn, Where this was clearly the reason, it
was interpreted and recorded as ''more
profitable to grow feed."

The noneconomic reasons were much
easier to interpret. These included objec-
tion in principle to the feed grain program
specifically, or toall Governmentprograms
in general, farmers didn't understand the
program, or that landlords objected to it.

The '"'other'' reasons included statements
to the effect that the program was unfair
to small farmers, no suitable storage was
available for grainfor CCC loans, allor part
of the farm was inthe Conservation Reserve
program, too much land would be fallow and
subject to blowing, too much irrigated land
would be idle, the farmer changed his mind
at time of compliance because the crop
looked too good to plow under, the program
came too late, and not interested because
farming was only a hobby.

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES
OF THE FEED GRAIN PROGRAM

As was expected, participants and non-
participants differed in their appraisals of
the advantages and disadvantages of the feed
grain program, Also, farmers in the Corn
Belt differed from those in the Southern
Plains in their appraisals of the program.

The three advantages of the program that
stood out clearly in all areas were that
(1) it reduced surplus, (2) it gave farmers
an opportunity to improve or conserve their
soil by better weed control, seeding soil-
building crops, or other soil improvement
practices, and (3) it provided price support
for a major crop (table 23). Generally, a
high percentage of both participants and
nonparticipants mentioned these advan-
tages, but the percentage of participants
mentioning them usually was alittle higher.

In Minnesota ahigh percentage of farmers
observed that the program gave participants
an assured income, reduced labor require-
ments and offered the possibility of higher
prices for livestock and livestock products.
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In the Southern Plains areas,alarge pro-
portion of the farmers saw no particular
merit in the Feed Grain Program. This was
true of participants as well as nonpartici-
pants., About a third of the participants in
southwestern Kansas, and a fifth of thosein
the Texas area, saw noadvantage inthe feed
grain program as it operated in 1961.

The disadvantages of the program that
were mentioned were more difficultto cata-
logue. The differences among States inper-
centage of farmers reporting each class of
disadvantage perhaps reflects the interpre-
tation placed on the farmers' answer by the
persons summarizing the datafor each State
as much as it does the answer itself, What
was reported as ''inequitable administra-
tion" in Minnesota may have been reported
more specifically as dissatisfaction with the
crop history as the basis for permitted
acres in Iowa, or more generally as ''too
much Government control'' in Kansas (table
24).

In most areas, farmers reported that the
program was unfair to livestock farmers
and small farmers, This was to be expected
after noting that participants had fewer live-
stock and a larger acreage in crops than
nonparticipants.

Another criticism of the program was that
it was ineffective because participants
tended to farm the permitted acreage more
intensively and thus raised yields, Others
merely said the program was ineffective in
reducing surplus, but few mentioned that it
was ineffective, in part, because reductions
by participants were offset by increases in
production by nonparticipants.

In the Southern Plains areas, much of the
criticism of the program centered around
the use of the diverted acres. With a one-
year program, fallowing or leaving the land
idle were the only practical uses of the di-
verted acres. A seeding of grass could not
be established in one year. Fallowing left
the land exposed to blowing and was costly
relative to the payments received, Leaving
the land idle also left it exposed toblowing.
Weeds growing on idle land frequently in-
cluded Russian thistles thatblew onto neigh-
boring farms and carried noxious weed
seeds with them, Inthe southwesternKansas
area, much of the land was fallowed prior to
1961; fallowing in this area had increased
some inrecentyears with successive reduc-
tions in wheat acreages under the wheat
allotment program. Thus, more land was
fallowed than could be seeded to wheat or
barley in the fall, and the land was exposed
during the spring windstorms.
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TABLE 23.--Advantages of the Feed Grain Program as reported by operators, sample farms, 1961

West- South- South-~ North- South- Southern
central Nogﬁ?grn eastern western central So%thern western |High Plains,
Advantage Chio Minnesota | Minnesota Iowa owa Kansas Texas
P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP
Pet. Pet. Pet. Pect. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pct. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet.
Reduced (or controls) - T

SUTPLUS. ssevsaenennss | 23 15 30 13 59 49 68 61 46 26 43 31 34 18 26 11
Improved or conserved

SO1leevecesennsoasese | 19 0 17 15 47 26 68 37 27 10 28 12 25 2 37 5
Supports price of grain 9 1 14 5 3 4 16 9 34 25 22 13 13 6 22 12
Assured income......... | 12 2 13 5 34 8 15 7 -- - 7 2 - - -- -—
Higher incomes...csosses 8 3 11 3 - -- - - 4 1 2 3 14 10 2 3
Reduced coSt.seesseceess | 16 1 8 0 3 4 9 - - - - -

9 3 1 6
Reduced labor load.....| 29 12 19 12 18 16 12 7 - - - -
Raises price of live-

StOCKe ceassserncecnne -- -~ -- -- 25 8 18 13 - - - - - - - -
Advance payment........ 3 0 6 0 -- -- -- -- - - -- -- 11 2 - --
Other.csieeeseceossaces 7 15 12 2 8 23 18 19 5 7 6 2 9 1 8 12
No advantage...eeeeeees | 23 38 14 38 5 19 4 17 11 29 8 28 32 61 20 58
No reply or no opinion. 1 16 0 18 1 4 2 4 1 10 9 12 0 12 2 3

Note: P = Participant; NP = Nonparticipant.



ve

TABLE 24.-—Disadvantages of the Feed Grain Program, sample farms, 1961

West South- South- North- South- Southern
central Nogﬁ?irn eastern western central So%tgern western |High Plains,
Disadvantage Chio Minnesota | Minnesota Iowa owa Kansas Texas
P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP P NP
Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Peb. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet.
Payments too loWe..s... 3 3 3 8 20 9 20 23 6 3 6 3 17 12 6 8
Inequitable adminis-
trationeeseseceecense 3 8 14 5 18 16 23 15 - -— - - - - 14 18
Crop history method is
inequitable.ceseasass 0 1 3 2 - -- -- -- 24 28 8 13 -- - - --
Unfavorable to live-
stock farmers........ 3 7 0 17 14 37 10 24 9 7 10 9 21 19 1 -
Unfavorable to small
farmers..e.c.... ceesena 6 12 0 5 5 25 12 22 1 17 12 16 3 8 - -
Ineffective-~-raised
YieldSeeesaenosascens 9 3 16 5 47 53 32 37 9 8 10 12 7 2 4 4
Too COStlyeaeaaesonnans 6 5 & 5 8 11 8 17 5 3 5 9 5 6 5 5
Too much Government
CONTrOLlesssasoecessss 8 9 5 10 10 29 23 38 6 8 5 9 32 35 2 5
Did not raise farm
INCOME.esenveeeaacnnans 3 4 3 2 - - -- - 4 8 6 16 - - - -
Too complicatedse...... 5 3 3 0 - - - - - - - - 16 11 - -
Leaves too much fallow. - - - - - - - -- - - - - 5 4 - -
High cost of diversion. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 9 4
Disrupts rotation...... 19 8 17 8 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other..ceeseecnscencnns 26 27 29 22 11 8 28 6 25 18 16 9 28 21 19 37
No disadvantage....ce.. | 22 16 14 23 13 7 12 0 30 24 34 21 8 18 42 19
No answere.eeeeeeceonse 1 4 3 10 3 3 2 4 0 0 0 0 - - 1 3

Note: P = Participant; NP = Nonparticipant.



Some of the '"other' disadvantages of the
program are related to the more specific
answers, For example, severalfarmers ob-
jected to the program because not enough
of the grain grown on the permitted acres
was eligible for price support. This might
reflect (1) 1961 may have been anunusually
good year for the farmer, or (2) the pro-
ductivity index for the farm, and therefore
the payment for diversion was too low.

HOW TO IMPROVE THE PROGRAM

In addition to questions designed to meas-
ure farmers' adjustment to the 1961 pro-
gram, and their opinions regarding its ad-
vantages or disadvantages, farmers were
asked to indicate how they would respondto
changes in the program. These suggested
changes were (1) those that would increase
participation, and (2) those that would reduce
the cost of the program,

Changes to Increase Participation

Farmers who did not plan to participate
in 1962 were asked how they would respond
to each of the following suggested changes
in the program that would be expected to
increase participation: (1) Require partici-
pation in the feed grain program as a re-
quirement for price support on soybeans;
(2) offer a choice of a long-term program
or the l-year program; (3) raise payments
for diverting land from feed grain to con-
servation uses; (4) raise support prices of
feed grain by 12.5 percent (based on an in-
crease from $1.20 a bushel for corn to
$1.35); (5) lower the minimum acres to be
diverted from 20 percent to 15 percent;
(6) permit farmers to pasture diverted
acres., The first two of these changes pre-
sumably would not add to the cost of the
program per unit of feed reduction or result
in feed production above thatanticipatedfor
1962. The other four probably would raise
costs of the program or be less effective in
reducing feed production, or do both,

About three-fourths of all the farmers
interviewed in north-central Iowa who
planned to grow soybeans in 1962 and did
not plan to participate in the feed grain
program said they would participate if this
were required to obtain the supportprice of
$2.30 for 1962 soybeans (table 25), The
same answer was given by about two-fifths
of the comparable groups of farmers in
southwestern Minnesota, a fifth of those in
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southeastern Minnesota and west-central
Ohio, and a tenth of those in northern Ohio.
The only farmers who showed almost no
interest in this proposal were those in
northern Ohio who did not participate in
the 1961 program--only 5 percent saidthey
would participate in the feed grainprogram
to be eligible for supportprices on soybeans
at $2.30 a bushel. The number who said
they would participate dropped sharply as
the suggested support price was reduced to
$2.15, $2.00, and $1.85 a bushel.

Farmers who did not participate in the
1961 program showed relatively more in-
terest in a long-term (5-year) program than
did farmers who participated in 1961, In the
8 areas, from 2 to 11 percentof the farmers
who did not participate in 1961 planned to
participate in the 1962 program; from 10to
38 percent of these farmers would partici-
pate in a 5-year program if it were offered
(table 26). In most areas, farmers who par-
ticipated in the 1961 program preferredthe
l-year program.

A relatively large proportion of farmers
not planning to participatein 1962, indicated
that they would participate if payments for
land retirement were raised above the rates
that they earned or could have earned in
1961 (table 27). This does not necessarily
mean that they thought the general level of
payments was too low in 1961. It may indi-
cate that they thought the productivity in-
dexes for their farms were too low relative
to those on neighboring farms. In west-
cental Ohio, a third of the 1961 participants
who did not plan to participate in 1962 said
they would do so if their payments for di-
verted acreage were raised 10 percent, Sim-
ilarly, 50 percent of such farmers innorth-
central JTowa and 40 percent in southeastern
Minnesota would participate under these
circumstances, Considerably larger pro-
portions said they would participate if pay-
ments were raised 20 or 30 percent. Smaller
proportions of the farmers who were non-
participants in 1961 saidthey would partici-
pate in 1962 if diversion payments were
raised.

Many farmers who were not planning to
participate in the 1962 program said they
would participate if the supportprices were
raised 12,5 percent (table 27). Farmers who
were in the programin 1961 were more will-
ing to change plans for a higher support
price than were those not participating in
1961, Similarly, the proportion who would
participate if the minimum feed-grainacre-
age to be diverted to conservationuses were
reduced from 20 percent to 15 percent was



TABLE 25.--Proportion of farmers not planning to participate in the feed grain program in
1962 who would participate if such participation were required to obtain support prices
for soybeans at specified levels

. Farmers planning to grow soybeans in

inm;Zit?gzpiizn?;ng 1962 who would par?icipate in the
1962 program to get price support on
soybeans at--
Item T N
ermers who

Nu?ber plan to grow $2.30 $2.l5 $2.00 $1.85
in soybeans in per per per per

sample 1962 bushel bushel bushel bushel
No.  Pet. No.  Pet. Pt Pet. Pet,

Participants in 1961:
West-central ChiCeiseseses 35 61 21 31 6 0 0
Northern ChiOiseecescesss 30 92 28 19 9 5 5
Southeastern Minnesota... 26 50 13 12 12 12 12
Southwestern Minnesota... 21 88 18 33 13 7 6
North-central Iowa....... 5 80 4 75 75 50 25
Southern IoWa...sesaceces 15 40 6 33 17 17 17
Nonparticipants in 1961:

West-central OhiO.seeesss 68 52 35 26 21 11 3
Northern Chio....... eene 59 73 43 5 0 0 0
Southeastern Minnesota... 74 60 4y 24 20 10 0
Southwestern Minnesota... 43 76 33 47 31 3 3
North-central Iowa....... 54 52 28 79 50 43 36
Southern IOWB.seeeeeoaves 45 31 14 57 21 21 14

TABLE 26.--Percentage of farmers in sample who would participate in a 5-year progrem with
option of annual sign-up compared with percentage planning to participate in the 1962
program

Participants in Nonparticipants in
1961 who-- 1961 who--
Area Will Would Will Would
participate |Participate | pontjcipate | Participate
in 1962 | in a 5-year | © jj 192 | in @ 5-year
program program
Percent Percent Percent Percent
West-central OhiOieeseesseeacess 64 6l 4 14
Northern Ohioc...eeeecevenveacens 63 53 4 10
Southeastern Minnesot@.e.eeeeess 81 81 2 26
Southwestern Minnesota. ceeeeeese 81 76 10 21
North-central IOWA.eeceeccercone 93 84 11 26
Southern IoWaA..eeecooseescescoss 75 80 10 38
Southwestern KansaS,eceeececcess 55 54 7 10
Southern High Plains, Texas..... 82 73 10 26

36
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TABLE 27.--Percentage of farmers

not planning to participate in the feed grain program in 1962 who would participate
provided the program had specified changes

Percentage of farmers who would
participate if payments for

Farmers who would participate if--

Number participation were higher Fe:i;gzin acﬁnlzu?o They had
Item in than in 1961 by—- prices were | be d?se rted I;erMSiion
sample 12.5 percent | were reduced | °° Pasture
10 20 30 higher than | to 15 verted
percent percent percent in 1961 percent an
Number Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Participants in 1961:
West-central OhiOceceeccscsss 35 33 58 71 50 15 33
Northern OhiOeceeeccecscccocee 30 10 47 71 9 5 29
Southeastern Minnesota..eesse 26 40 75 90 65 37 75
Southwestern Minnesota....... 21 27 71 87 47 50 35
North-central IowWA..esesssees 11 50 75 75 75 4ty 67
Southern IoWAsseeeesssesacaes 24 23 50 73 13 22 57
Southwestern Kansas'....eee.. 25 4 20 32 2% 12 20
Southern High Plains, Texas.. 34 23 55 82 62 55 35
Nonparticipants in 1961:
West-central OhiOeeecesecoaes 68 12 20 34 11 9 36
Northern OhiOeeeececccocesees 59 18 42 57 20 8 31
Southeastern Minnesotaseeeess T4 10 31 4y 25 16 36
Southwestern Minnesota.eeecees 43 18 47 68 30 32 50
North-central IOWAeeeecseaseas 61 20 37 53 37 26 33
Southern IoWA.seceeesescscecscas 59 21 37 61 19 16 56
Southwestern Kansasl......... 70 2 9 19 19 10 19
Southern High Plains, Texas.. 66 4 18 38 31 20 22

1 Excludes farmers who were uncertain about participation in 1962.



greater among farmers who were in the
" program in 1961 Permission to pasture the
diverted acreage with no reduction in pay-
ments - appeared to be attractive to more
farmers than either h1gher support prices
- or a reduction in the minimum acreage to
 be diverted.

Changes to Reduce Program Cost

Farmers who planned to participate inthe
1962 program were asked if they would par-
ticipate if payments for diverting feed-grain
acreage to conservation uses were reduced,
The proportion of farmers who said they
would participate if payments were reduced
10 percent ranged from 54 percentinnorth-
central Iowa to 16 percent in southern Iowa

and southwestern Kansas (table 28), Few
said they would participate if payments were
20 or 30 percent lower.

Most farmers did not plan to divert the
same land in 1962 as in 1961, According to

‘the survey, the proportion of farmers di-

verting the same land in both years will
range from 10 percent in southwestern
Kansas to 39 percent in northern Ohio, The
large proportion of farmers who will rotate
the fields to be retired in 1962, coupled
with the fact that many farmers said they
participated in the program to improve the
soil of the fields that were retired, suggests
that a succession of one-year feed grain
programs will tend to raise yields and re-
quire further reductions in acreages if the
efforts to restrict production are not to be
offset by rising yields.

TABLE 28.--Percentage of 1961 participants who would participate in the 1962 Feed Grain
Program if payments for diverting land to conservation uses were reduced and who will

divert the same land in 1962 as in 1961

Percentage of farmers who would participate in 1962
and acreage per farm that would be diverted if pay- Farmers
ments were lower than in 1961 by-- who will
Area 10 percent 20 percent 30 percent saiivigzd
in 1962 as
Diverted Diverted Diverted in 1961
Farmers | land per | Farmers | land per | Farmers | land per
farm farm farm
Percent  Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent
West-central Ohio 26 16 6 42 2 18 34
Northern Chio.... 22 21 10 15 3 7 39
Southeastern
Minnesota..v.ee 27 35 9 52 3 21 31
Southwestern
Minnesota...... 32 27 3 53 2 52 34
North-central
IoWaeeeseeoeens 54 29 14 27 7 34 14
Southern Iowa.... 16 28 0 - 0 -- 30
Southwestern
KansaS.eeeoeess 16 53 8 36 8 36 10
Southern High :
Plains, TeX.... 33 48 6 120 2 120 32
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